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TASK II 

Introduction 

Task II, in the context of the present report. refers, in the most 
general terms, to the initiation of a series of sophisticated and rather 
comprehensive statistical analyses of the psycho-social data collected 
over the entire span of this project (1968-74 and possibly beyond). In 
addition, part of the specifications for Task II included the preliminary 
reporting of certain of these analyses as a means of demonstrating the de­
gree of progress thus far achieved. 

The analyses performed to date are, of necessity, both preliminary and 
tentative for three major reasons: 

1.­ New data are constantly being collected during the contract period 
of fiscal 1975. One of the major thrusts of the 1975 contract is 
the comprehensive analysis of all psycho-social (and certain 
other) data collected since the inception of this project. 

2.­ Certain of the multivariate analyses proposed require rather large 
data pools to be substantively meaningful. Sufficient data have 
not yet been collected to perform these analyses appropriately. 

3.­ The analyses envisioned for performance within the fiscal 1975 
contract are well beyond the scope of the resources allotted 
during fiscal 1974. 

The remainder of this report will provide an account of the progress 

achieved in each of the areas delineated in the fiscal 1974 contract under 
Task II. It will be noted in the course of this presentation that the per­
formance of certain facets of this contract has been deferred (with the con­
currence of the Contract Technical Manager) until fiscal 1975 for reasons 
altogether in the best interests of the research and of the Federal Govern­
ment as sponsors of the research. These reasons pertain primarily to the 
unnecessary and meaningless duplication of effort. On the other hand, cer­
tain additional analyses not explicitly stated in the fiscal 1974 contract 
have been performed at the specific request of the Contract Technical Mana­
ger, and the results of these analyses are also summarized herein. 

Progress Report 

Under the Task II Methodology section of the fiscal 1974 contract, it 
is stated that: 

The Contractor shall begin the process of analyzing data collected on 
the aforementioned cases. Pursuant to this goal, certain preliminary 
steps shall be taken: 
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1.­ The Contractor shall scrutinize, edit, and check the available 
data for completeness and accuracy preparatory to formal analysis 
("cleaning up the data"). 

2.­ The Contractor shall devise systems for coding and/or quantifying 
information currently expressed in categorical or qualitative 
form. Approval of these devised systems shall be required of the 
Contract Technical Manager before the Contractor proceeds to 
Step 3. 

3.­ The Contractor shall transfer all of the data onto punched cards 
preparatory to electronic data processing. 

All of the above have been accomplished with respect to all of the 
psycho-social data in the files dating back to 1968. This has been a par­
ticularly tedious and time-consuming task. In the early years of this pro­
ject, multivariate analyses of the type subsequently proposed were not en­
visioned, and the data were merely collected, recorded, analyzed, and for­
warded to the sponsoring agency (NHTSA) according to then current specifi­
cations. Over the ensuing years, such specifications have changed in the 
light of new knowledge, and the data-collection forms employed have like­
wise undergone considerable modification and revision. Not only that, but 
many items of information now routinely collected were formerly not in­
cluded. As a result, many such items of information have been irretriev­
ably lost, and the "N's" available for the analysis of such items have been 
markedly reduced. 

In order to ensure comparability of data over the entire time-span of 
the project, it was found necessary to recast all of the ' earlier-collected 
data into the most recently-revised questionnaire format -- a formidable 
undertaking. Fortunately, this task has now been completed, and all cur­
rently-collected data are being keypunched and transferred onto magnetic 

tape.as soon as they are collected. 

Specifications 4 and 5 under the Task II Methodology section of the 
fiscal 1974 contract are as follows: 

4.­ The Contractor shall compute indices of range, dispersion, and 
central tendency univariately on all variables coded and processed. 

5.­ The Contractor shall perform two-way and three-way cross-tabula­
tions of variables and perform significance tests between groups 
subdivided on dimensions of special interest such as sex, being 
most responsible, presence of alcohol, etc. 

The above requirements have been accomplished, and the important re­
sults are presented in a subsequent section entitled, Summary of Major 
Findings. It should be emphasized once again, however, that all of these 
analyses and results should be considered tentative and preliminary since 
they will be repeated on the basis of considerably larger "N's" as addi­
tionally-collected data continue to become available. Furthermore, certain 

of the more tangential or trivial items of information were not included in 
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these preliminary analyses for obvious reasons. 

The final three specifications under the Task II Methodology section 
of the fiscal 1974 contract are as follows: 

6.­ The Contractor shall intercorrelate (by means of the Pearson pro­
duct-moment correlation coefficient (r) and its algebraic equiva­
lents) all of the variables in a given realm (discipline) to 
elucidate interdependencies. 

r 
7.­ The Contractor shall seek to achieve greater understanding of 

(possible) underlying patterns within a given realm through the 
use of principal components analysis and/or factor analysis. 
Significant findings shall be reported. 

8.­ The Contractor shall seek to achieve greater efficiency and con­
ceptual simplicity through data reduction, again utilizing the 
techniques of principal components analysis and/or factor analy­
sis. 

With the concurrence of the Contract Technical Manager, the above three 
specifications have been deferred and incorporated within the specifications 
for the fiscal 1975 contract on the grounds that their performance prior to 
that time would be premature and not sufficiently definitive because of in­
sufficient sample size. Instead, and at the request of the Contract Tech­
nical Manager, a wide variety of univariate and multivariate comparative 
analyses involving the Katz Adjustment Scales were substituted, albeit 
again on a preliminary basis. These analyses will be repeated and/or re­
fined on the basis of a larger number of cases as such data continue to 
be collected. 

Summary of Major Findings 

I.­ Katz Adjustment Scales 

Introduction. The Katz Adjustment Scales - R forms (KAS) has been one 
of the major data-collection instruments employed by the Baltimore multi­
disciplinary accident investigation team since its inception. Briefly, the 
KAS consists of 205 scaled items that permit a retrospective quantitative 
description, through an informant, of a subject's individual and social be­
havior. All items have been worded so as to focus on specific behaviors 
and thereby reduce the necessity for inference or judgment. Following brief, 
neutral direction by the interviewer,\the informant rates the subject in 
terms of the 205 behavioral items comprising the scales. Originally designed 
to measure the prehospital and posthospital adjustment of psychiatric pa­
tients, the KAS provides scores on 19 cluster-analytically derived dimen­
sions pertaining to psychiatric symptomatology as well as social activities. 
The recent availability of normative data obtained from a systematic random 
sample of male and female residents of a nearby Maryland county has greatly 

5 
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increased this instrument's general utility. 

In each case, the KAS was'completed by an informant who was in close 
contact with the subject during the weeks and months prior to the accident. 
This was usually a spouse, parent, sibling, or other close relative. In 
accordance with standard instructions, informants were asked to describe 
the subject as he appeared to them during the prior few weeks. The task 
of completing the KAS was done early during the period of investigative 
contact in order to avoid any bias or guidance that the interviewer's sub­
sequent questioning might inadvertently provide. 

To date, three articles (1, 2, 3) involving findings based on the KAS 
have been published in major professional journals by the Baltimore team. 
Briefly, the most prominent and consistent finding has been that fatally-
injured male drivers significantly differ, on the average, from a compara­
tive normative sample on a variety of behavioral traits which may be sub­
sumed under the general heading of Social Obstreperousness. 

At the specific request of the Contract Technical Manager, means and 
standard deviations were computed for all 18 of the KAS scales subsequent 
to partitioning of the data in,a variety of ways (older drivers vs. younger; 
fatal accidents vs. non-fatal; single vehicle vs. multiple vehicle; alcohol 
present vs. alcohol absent, etc.). In each of these analyses, only male 
drivers deemed responsible (or most responsible) for the related accident 
were included as requested. 

Before summarizing the substantive results of these analyses, it is 
important to state a special caveat regarding the statistical tests of 
significance involved. Briefly, we consider neither the univariate nor 
the multivariate tests employed to be wholly appropriate. There are two 
primary but interrelated reasons for this: First, the 18 KAS scales show 
substantial intercorrelation, suggesting that there are at most only three 
or four independent sources of variance (factors) involved. Thus, many of 
the univariate tests of significance are redundant and true significance 

levels are indeterminate. Moreover, the presence of several highly in­
tercorrelated variables weakens the power of the multivariate tests em­
ployed. Second, the large number of variables involved (eighteen) rela­
tive to the still modest number of cases available further reduces the 
sensitivity of the multivariate analyses. 

The solution to the above problem is to achieve reduction of the num­
ber of variables involved by eliminating redundancy through factor analy­
sis. Precisely such an approach is planned as part of the fiscal 1975 
contract. Such an analysis has not yet been undertaken because of an in­
sufficient number of-cases to achieve definitive results. (Several author­
ities, e.g. references 4 and 5, suggest that the number of cases sampled 
should be not less than five times, and preferably ten times as great as 
the number of variables involved in the factor analysis.) It is antici­
pated that a sufficient number of cases will be available by the end of 
calendar year 1974. In the meantime, all analyses failing to establish 
group differences must be considered tentative and rather suspect unless 
and until they are confirmed by subsequent and more appropriate analyses. 
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Sample. Most of the analyses reported herein are based on a maximum sam­
ple size of 107 cases obtained over"the six-year period from 1968-73. Certain 
analyses were based on a substantially fewer number of cases for the reasons 
previously given. All cases consisted of male drivers legally responsible for 
the accidents in which they were involved, and all accidents were serious in 
the sense that they either involved fatalities or had the potential for in­
volving fatalities. For a detailed discussion of the geographic area sampled 
and the completeness and representativeness of the sample obtained, the reader 
is referred to the relevant section of the Task I report. 

r Summary of KAS Findings. Accompanying this report are appendices (bound 
computer print-outs) detailing the results of a large number of analyses in­
volving the KAS. All of these analyses were performed to the specifications 
of the Contract Technical Manager. At his request, duplicate analyses were 
performed on 1972-73 cases only (N=56) as well as on all cases obtained between 
1968-73 (N=107). As mentioned above, all analyses pertain to responsible male 
drivers only. 

Cases were further subdivided by age (under 25 vs. 25 and up), fatal vs. 
non-fatal, single vehicle vs. multiple vehicle, and the presence or absence 
of alcohol as a contributing factor. With respect to the latter dichotomy, 
alcohol was considered a factor in the fatalities if the blood alcohol level 
(BAL) exceeded 0.09.1 For non-fatally injured drivers, a report from the 
scene by a responsible investigator and/or an admission on the part of the 
driver himself that he had been under the influence of alcohol was required 
since determination of BAL's was not feasible in these cases. That a cer­
tain number of erroneous determinations may have occurred seems likely. 

In addition to the contrasts noted above, scores of each of the sub­
groups were compared with established population norms. Analyses were also 
performed involving selected sub-classifications, e.g., under 25 vs. 25 and 

up with respect to driver fatalities only. 

In the paragraphs that follow, only the salient findings -- especially 
those that may be expected to withstand replication -- are discussed. The 
interested reader is referred to the accompanying appendices for the de­
tailed analyses themselves as well as for verification of all statements 
made herein. In addition, only the salient results of the larger analyses 
involving cases from 1968-73 are discussed below, since there are essentially 
no contradictions between these findings and those based on 1972-73 cases only. 

Perhaps the data may be most generally and relevantly summarized by 
stating that they continue to confirm, in virtually all important detail, 
the findings and conclusions previously reported and published by the Bal­
timore team. Most succinctly, these findings have been that fatally-injured 
responsible male drivers, on the average, differ from a comparable norma­
tive male population with respect to a number of social-psychological or 
behavioral characteristics. In brief, these drivers tend to be described 
by knowledgeable informants as having been more belligerent (Scale 1), 
verbally expansive (Scale 2), negative (Scale 3), suspicious (Scale 5), 

1.­ These analyses, like the later two and thre-way tabulations, had ori­
ginally been performed with the BAL breakpoint between 0.10 and 0.11. 
At the request of the Contract Technical Manager, the KAS analyses were 
redone with the BAL breakpoint between 0.09 and 0.10. The tabular analy­
ses retain the original breakpoint since the practical effect of this 
change is small but the volume of recomputation involved is considerable. 
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anxious (Scale 6), less withdrawn (Scale 7), and to show more psychopath­
ology (Scale 8) and hyperactivity (Scale 12) than comparable normative males. 

In addition to confirming the above, the present analyses were also 
aimed at attempting to elucidate differences between various subgroups, in­
cluding non-fatally injured drivers, as mentioned earlier. The results of 
these analyses may be summarized as follows: 

1.­ Non-fatally injured responsible male drivers (RMD's) do not appear to 
differ significantly from fatally-injured RMD's on the Katz Adjust­
ment Scales. However, both groups significantly differ from the 
population norms. Three explanations are possible. The first, which 
is applicable to all situations where significant differences are 
not found (and which for this reason will not be subsequently men­
tioned), is that the KAS is not sensitive to real differences that 
exist between the groups. The second, alluded to earlier, is that 
the N's are too small (33.vs. 74) and the variables too many 
(eighteen) and too highly intercorrelated to permit sensitive sta­
tistical analysis. This is a possibility that will be explored fur­
ther in future analyses to be performed during the fiscal 1975 con­
tract year. The third (and most plausible) explanation is that the 
groups truly do not differ, since responsibility was held constant 
and whether or not the responsible driver was killed may have been 
merely a matter of luck and circumstance. 

2.­ Combining subgroups on the fatally injured vs. non-fatally injured 
dimensions since this was found to be irrelevant where RMD's for 
serious or potentially serious accidents are concerned, alcohol-
involved drivers (N=63) were next contrasted with non-alcohol involved 

drivers (N=44). The alcohol-involved group was found to be signifi 

cantly higher (univariately) on belligerence (Scale 1) and to have 
fewer free-time activities (Scale 16 - higher scores reflect fewer 
free-time activities) than the non-alcohol involved group. In addi­
tion, the alcohol involved group was significantly higher on Scales 

15 and 18, both of which refer to the informant's dissatisfaction 
with the subject's performance of socially-expected activities. It 
should be noted that the multivariate analysis (T2) reached signifi­
cance (.05 level) as well, and that the more appropriate multivariate 
analyses anticipated in the future should also achieve it. Compari­
sons with the normative population revealed that while both groups 
demonstrated significant mean differences, those of the alcohol-in­
volved group were primarily in the areas of Belligerence (Scale 1), 
Verbal Expansiveness (Scale 2), and Negativism (Scale 3), while those 
of the non-alcohol involved group were in the general areas of increased 
social activity and extraversion (Scales 15, 16, and 18). The antici­
pated future analyses should resolve the many interesting questions 
posed by these results. 

3.­ Collapsing sub-groups on both the alcohol vs. non-alcohol and the 
fatality vs. non-fatality dimensions, single-vehicle (N=79) vs. 
multiple-vehicle (N=28) RMD's were compared. No significant mean 
differences were found, either univariately or multivariately. We 
suspect that this is due to the fact that only responsible drivers 
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were included in all analyses. Of course, both groups were found 
to differ significantly from the population norms on most of the 
KAS variables noted previously. 

4.­ Next, data were combined across all of the foregoing classifica­
tions to achieve a contrast of RMD's under,25 years of age (N=42) 
with those 25 years of age and older (N=65). Once again, no sig­
nificant mean differences on any of the scales were found, either 
univariately or multivariately. This may be a very important 
finding. While both groups differ from the population norms, the 
absence of group differences suggests that the psycho-social and 
behavioral characteristics of RMD's involved in serious accidents 
are not a function of age. 

5.­ Finally, a wide variety of similar analyses were performed on 
smaller groups sub-divided by two or more of the above dichoto­
mous classifications simultaneously. The results of these analy­
ses are essentially trivial in the sense that their outcome is 
essentially predictable on the basis of the foregoing "main 
effects" analyses. Nonetheless, they were performed in the in­
terest of completeness. The interested reader is referred to the 
submitted appendices for detailed results. 

Before leaving this section, it might be well to comment briefly on 
the above findings as well as to anticipate some possible criticisms. It 
will be recalled that most of the analyses yielding highly statistically 
significant results involve the comparison of specified sub-groups with 
available population norms. Relatively few of the between sub-group com­
parisons have yielded statistically significant results. In view of the 
consistency of these findings, the criticism might be raised that the 
normative data are not appropriate for comparative purposes, i.e., that 
other samples of drivers, not just RMD's involved in serious accidents, 
would be found to differ from the available norms. If this were indeed 
true, then our findings would be largely invalidated. The relative ab­
sence of inter-group differences when groups are classified according to 
age, number of cars involved, driver fatality, etc., would seem to lend 
further support to this criticism. 

Nonetheless, while admitting the possibility of such a state of 
affairs, we do not believe it to be the case. There are several reasons 
for this: 

1.­ The present group of RMD's appears considerably deviant from the 
general population on the basis of two important objective cri­
teria: 1) presence of alcohol while driving and 2) number of 
previous Motor Vehicle Administration citations. Since they are 
already known to be deviant on these two completely objective in­
dices, why should it be surprising to find them deviant on other 
psycho-social or behavioral indices? 

2.­ Differences between sub-groups are not totally absent and should 
actually become more statistically significant with the applica­
tion of more appropriate statistical analyses made possible by 

i 
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larger samples of subjects. Not only that, but the subclassifica­
tions herein employed are almost certainly less than 100% accurate 
and/or optimal, conditions which militate against the finding of 
significant group differences. For example, degree of alcohol in­
volvement could not be accurately determined in all cases, and in 
any event, the subdivision of groups at the BAL 0.09 breakpoint 
(or age at the 25 years and up breakpoint) has no mathematical or 
physiological justification. These are truly continuous variables 
that require analyses cognizant of that fact. It is anticipated 
that future analyses will be more appropriate in this respect. 

3.­ The finding that differences between sub-groups, if they exist at 
all, are probably not very large and of limited practical signifi­
cance supports a tentative theory regarding causation in automo­
bile crashes that is both general and elegantly simple at one and 
the same time. In its most general form, this theory states that 
a class of important proximal causes of automobile crashes con­
sists of the (current) psycho-social and/or behavioral characteris­
tics of the driver. Such characteristics, which may or may not be 
relatively enduring, are essentially independent of (uncorrelated 
with) such previously implicated factors as age and alcohol involve­
ment in the population of RMD's involved in serious accidents. Of 
course, such characteristics are correlated with age (inversely) 
and alcohol abuse (directly) in the general population at large, as 
would be expected. However, the fact that younger RMD's involved 
in serious crashes do not differ from older RMD's on these be­
havioral characteristics, together with the fact that alcohol-in­
volved RMD's differ but little from non-alcohol-involved RMD's, 
suggests that the most important thing RMD's have in common (on 
the average) is not age or alcohol involvement but, rather, the 
implicated behavioral characteristics. This is further reinforced 
by the finding (also alluded to later in this presentation) that 
many non-alcohol related RMD's admitted to drinking while driving 
on other occasions.. Thus, in these cases at least, alcohol could 

not be directly implicated as a cause of their accidents; however, 
the presence of personality or behavioral characteristics that 
would'permit them to drive while under the influence of alcohol 
might be. At the very least, such a theory deserves sympathetic 
consideration and further investigation within the scientific com­
munity. 

II. Two- and Three-Way Tabulations and Analyses 

Introduction. As noted earlier, one of the specifications of Task II 
involved the performance of two- and three-way cross-tabulations of impor­
tant psycho-social, demographic, and other variables in order to elucidate 
possible interrelationships. Such analyses were performed to the explicit 
specifications of the Contract Technical Manager, and the most important 
results of these analyses will be summarized in the sections that follow. 
In addition, bound computer print-outs of all such tabulations and analyses 
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accompany this report and are the basic source of all statements made here­
in. 

A brief explanation of the tabulations and analyses is in order. To 
begin, all items of information discussed have been taken from the Maryland 
Medical-Legal Psychosocial Questionnaire (and Supplement) and are numbered 
in accordance with that document. Where possible, a completed question­
naire was obtained for each case studied. Unfortunately, as mentioned 
earlier, this instrument has undergone considerable modification and re­
vision over the years, and certain items of information have been obtained 
only during the most recent contract year. For this reason, many desirable 
analyses have been precluded or obtunded owing to small sample sizes. 

In accordance with contract specifications, one-way frequency distri­
butions have been provided for all variables (items of information). 
Wherever'quantitative variables are involved, measures of central tendency 
(means) and dispersion (standard deviations) are also provided. In addi­
tion, all variables have been further dichotomously subdivided in two ways 
simultaneously: 1) by degree of alcohol involvement, i.e., present or ab­
sent (or, in the case of the fatally-injured drivers, by BAL G .10 vs. 
BAL > .11)2; and 2) by age, with age 15-24 vs. age 25 and up. Thus, each 
table in the accompanying print-out displays four columns of frequency and 
percentage frequency distributions reflecting the foregoing double di­
chotomy, as well as a fifth column providing the overall total distribution 
or one-way tabulation alluded to earlier. 

Where possible, appropriate tests of significance between pairs of 
columns are also provided. For quantitative variables, these consist of 
one-way analyses of variance yielding F-ratios. For qualitative or cate­
gorical variables, these consist of 2 x 2 Chi-Square contingency table 
analyses. For qualitative variables involving more than two categories, 
dichotomization is achieved by combining certain of the categories. The 
row (or rows) making up one segment of this dichotomy is indicated for each 
analysis following specification of the degrees of freedom (DF). In gen­
eral, these analyses follow the following sequence: 1) younger drivers 
(age 15-24) with alcohol absent (BAL S .10) vs. older drivers (age 25 and 
up) with alcohol absent; 2) younger drivers with alcohol absent vs. younger 
drivers with alcohol present (BAL 2 .11); 3) older drivers with alcohol 
.absent vs. older drivers with alcohol present; and 4) younger drivers with 
alcohol present vs. older drivers with alcohol present. 

At the request of the Contract Technical Manager, all of the above 
analyses were performed separately for 1) fatally-injured drivers; and 2) 
non-fatally-injured drivers. As before, all analyses reported were re­
stricted to responsible male drivers (RMD's) only. It should be borne in 
mind that owing to the relatively small number of non-fatally-injured dri­
vers available for analysis, statistical tests of significance were either 
weak or precluded. For this reason, all findings regarding non-fatally­
injured drivers should be regarded as extremely tentative. One final 
point of great importance: data concerning non-fatally-injured drivers 
were frequently based on self-report. Therefore, the veridicality of the 
response obtained may vary with the particular item of information sought, 

2. See footnote 1, page 5. 
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especially in cases involving pending litigation. The high incidence of 
refusals and missing data should also be taken into consideration before 
any interpretative conclusions are reached. 

0 

Summary of Important Findings: Fatally-Injured Drivers 

1.­ Q5 - Only about 20 per cent of the drivers studied were non­
white. 

2.­ Q12A - Non-alcohol-involved older drivers seem more likely to be 
first-born than alcohol-involved older drivers. 

3.­ Q12B - Younger drivers with alcohol involvement seem to come from 
larger families than younger drivers without alcohol involvement. 

4.­ Q38D - A considerable number of all RMD's (one-fourth to one-
third) report recent marital difficulties due to alcohol. 

5.­ Q42 - Over 41 per cent of all RMD's report changes in relation­
ships with significant others in the six-months prior to the 
accident. 

6.­ Q43 - About 30 per cent of all RMD's report recent major diffi­
culties with significant others. 

7.­ Q49 - Older drivers with alcohol absent have higher occupational 
statuses than older drivers with alcohol present. 

8.­ Q52 - About 40 per cent of all RMD's have had job changes within 
the last 12 months. 

9.­ Q59D - About 22 per cent of all RMD's were said to be excessive­
ly active and/or aggressive during childhood. 

10.­ Q61 - Older drivers with alcohol absent tend to have better men­
tal health than older drivers with alcohol present. 

11.­ Q76C - Over 32 per cent of all RMD's were considered impulsive. 

12.­ Q76D - Nearly 60 per cent of all RMD's were described as not 
being careful and methodical. 

13.­ Q80 - Only 11 per cent of all RMD's were non-drinkers. 

14.­ Q84 - In nearly 25 per cent of all RMD's drinking was said to 
sometimes produce a loss of emotional control. 

15.­ Q86A and B - Nearly 40 per cent of all RMD's were said to drink 
when anxious or upset or when depressed or down in the dumps. 



16.­ Q87B - Very important: Fifty-five per cent of all RMD's were 
said to either occasionally or frequently drink while driving, 
and this percentage did not significantly differ regardless of 
age or BAL at time of the fatal accident. 

17.­ Q93 - Only about three per cent of all RMD's ever received medi­
cal treatment for the effects of drinking. 

18.­ Q94 - Alcohol-involved older drivers smoked significantly more 
than non-alcohol-involved older drivers. 

19.­ Q98 - Non-alcohol-involved older drivers were said to be more 
religious than alcohol-involved older drivers. 

20.­ Q107 - Among non-alcohol involved drivers, younger drivers were 
more likely to have passengers present in the car. 

21.­ Q114 - Over 40 per cent of all RMD's were said to have been fast 
drivers or very fast drivers. 

22.­ Q115 - About 25 per cent of all RMD's were said to take chances 
or often take chances. 

23.­ Q117 - More than 60 per cent of all RMD's were said to never use 
seat belts, and this was true of over 95 per cent of older dri­
vers with alcohol involvement. 

24.­ Q118 - Nearly 95 per cent of all RMD's were not wearing seat 
belts at the time of the accident. 

25.­ Q122 - Nearly 50 per cent of all RMD's were said to have shown 

no concern with regard to traffic violations, and this was true 
of 75 per cent of older drivers with alcohol involvement. 

26.­ Q123 - About 27 per cent of older drivers with alcohol involve­
ment were said to have been involved in other accidents while 
under the influence of alcohol. 

27.­ Q124C - About 39 per cent of alcohol-involved older drivers were 
said to have been in trouble with the law as adults. 

28.­ Q125 - Over 30 per cent of all RMD's were said to have had legal 
convictions. 

V 

I 
29.­ QS12 - Nearly 20 per cent of all RMD's were said to have had one 

or more license suspensions. 

30.­ QS15 - Over 45 per cent of all RMD's have had one or more prior 
speeding convictions. 

31.­ QS114 - Older drivers without alcohol' involvement had lower re­
vised alcoholic classifications than did older drivers with al­
cohol involvement. 
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Summary of Important Findings: Non-Fatally Injured Drivers 

1.­ Q2 - Younger drivers with alcohol absent appear to be signifi­

cantly taller than younger drivers with alcohol present.


2.­ Q5 - Nearly 24 per cent of all RMD's were non-white. 

3.­ Q30 - Older drivers with alcohol absent had more years of edu­

cation than older drivers with alcohol present.


4.­ Q76D - Over 68 per cent of all RMD's were said not to be careful 
and methodical. 

5.­ Q84 - Drinking was said to sometimes produce loss of emotional

control in over 32 per cent of all RMD's.


6.­ Q87B - Very Important: Over 65 per cent of all RMD's were said 
to occasionally or frequently drink while driving. 

7.­ Q93 - Approximately 10 per cent of all RMD's report medical

treatment for the effects of drinking.


8.­ Q101 - Over 10 per cent of all RMD's made suicide threats at

one time or another.


9.­ Q107 - Younger drivers seem more likely to have passengers pre­
sent than do older drivers, and younger drivers with alcohol 
present are more likely to carry passengers than younger dri­
vers with alcohol absent. 

10.­ Q110 - In more than 60 per cent of all. cases, the purpose of the 
trip at the time of the accident was social. 

11.­ Q114 - Nearly 50 per cent of all RMD's were described as fast 
drivers or very fast drivers. 

12.­ Q117 - Over 60 per cent of all RMD's were reported never to use 
seat belts. 

13.­ Q118 - Nearly 90 per cent of all RMD's were not wearing seat 
belts at the time of the accident. 

14.­ Q123 - Over 17 per cent of all RMD's were reported to have been 
in other accidents while under the influence of alcohol. 

15.­ Q124B - Nearly 50 per cent of all RMD's were said to have been 
in trouble with the law as a teenager. 

16.­ Q125 - Over 50 per cent of all RMD's were said to have had one 
or more prior legal convictions. 
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17.­ Q126 - Over 25 per cent of all RMD's were said to have had one 
or more prior arrests for drinking. 

18.­ QS12 - Over 25 per cent of all RMD's had had one or more pre­
vious license suspensions. 

19.­ QS15 - Nearly 60 per cent of all RMD's had had one or more pre­
vious speeding convictions. 

tr 20.­ QS18 - About 40 per cent of all RMD's have had one or more pre­
vious accidents. 

21.­ QS114 - Regardless of age, drivers with alcohol present have 
higher revised alcoholic classifications than do drivers with 
alcohol absent. 

Implications for ASAP and NHTSA Programs in General 

In view of the foregoing analyses and findings, it is difficult to 
escape the conclusions that attitudes, personality variables, and psycho­
social factors play a significant role in the causation of serious traffic 
accidents. Interestingly enough, such a conclusion has not been popular 
in recent years within prominent accident research circles. We speculate 
that the reasons for this unpopularity reflect political and philosophical 
trends within the culture rather than any lack of empirical data. As po­
litical philosophies ebb and flow, so does the acceptability of certain 
"scientific" explanations. 

Nothing in the foregoing should be construed as a denial of the 
immense importance of chance, mechanical, and physical-environmental fac­
tors in the overall picture of traffic accident causation. Indeed, with 
respect to any given accident, such factors can be expected to be para­
mount. Viewed in the aggregate, however, such factors hardly qualify as 
"causes" since they do not seem to be strongly related to accidents (or 
the absence of them) in a predictive sense. For example, what is the pre­
dictive value of regular mechanical maintenance vs. no such maintenance 
in predicting whether or not a particular automobile will be involved in 
an accident? We suspect that the relationship would be very slight, in­
deed, and that any relationship found could be better explained on the 
basis of an habitual attitude of "carelessness" on the part of the dri­
vers neglecting regular maintenance. Numerous similar examples could be 
given, but the point is already obvious. 

Three objections, none of which have any particular merit, have fre­
quently been raised against the "psycho-social factors" hypothesis. The 
first of these has to do with the relatively low consistency with which 
accident perpetrators (or victims) have repetitions of their accidents 
across different time frames. It is argued that if the phenomenon (acci­
dents) itself has so little reliability,. how can it be predicted? Actual­
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ly, this objection, apparently so devastating on the surface, has relative­
ly little merit when carefully considered for the following five reasons: 

1.­ Accidents are a comparatively rare event, even among those who,

wittingly or unwittingly, habitually court them. Thus, there

could not be expected to be a high degree.of consistency across

different time frames because accidents rarely occur even among

persons at comparatively high risk.


2.­ The very fact of having one accident may alter the behavior of the

victim for subsequent (especially recent subsequent) time frames.

To provide a reductio ad absurdam, what is the consistency of

successful (completed) suicide across different time frames?

Does anyone seriously doubt that psycho-social factors play an

important role in the etiology of suicide simply because sucess­

ful suicides do not provide us with convenient repetitions of

their self-destructive acts?


3.­ The consistency criticism embodies within it the implicit assump­

tion that the best predictor of a future event is the fact that

it has occurred in the past. This, of course, is not always

true, especially if the event itself may be expected to change

the behavior of the people-involved or in some way alter the pro­

babilities of its future occurrence.


4.­ Obviously, if the lack of accident consistency is fatal to the

psycho-social factors hypothesis, it must be equally fatal to

other attempts to uncover correlated or predictive factors re­

garding accidents from other disciplines or data sources. In

its extreme form, this view would hold that no research along

these lines should ever be pursued.3 

5.­ Finally, there is abundant evidence that a certain degree of con­

sistency across different time frames does.hold for accident data.

It may be that the problem here is more one of inadequate report­

ing and record-keeping than of unreliability of the phenomena in­

volved.


A second objection that one frequently encounters concerning the psycho­
social factors hypothesis in accident causation is that it is merely a 
variation of tke old (and discredited?) "accident proneness" model. The ti 

latter model, it is alleged, requires that "good drivers remain good dri­
vers and bad drivers remain bad drivers." While we doubt this is indeed a 
requirement of the accident proneness model, we are certain that it is not 
a requirement of the psycho-social factors model. All that is being hypo­
thesized is that a constellation of traits or states characteristic of a 
person at a given point in time predispose him to an increased likelihood 

3.­ Except perhaps for research relating accident frequency to topography 
and other ambient environmental conditions. 
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of accident, provided he is so exposed. Such an hypothesis does not re­
quire the permanence of such traits or states, although in some cases they 
may be relatively enduring, and it implicitly recognizes the role of im­
personal and chance factors in accident causation. 

A third objection to the psycho-social factors hypothesis is typi­
cally made by those who grant the model a certain slight degree of va­
lidity. These critics (and they are legion) maintain that the degree of 
predictive validity achieved (or achievable?) is so small as to preclude 
any practical application of findings in the individual case. Stated 
another way, they maintain that the "false positive" rate is so high as 
to constitute an injustice to those drivers identified as being "at risk" 
but not subsequently becoming involved in any accidents. Depending upon 
one's value judgments, this objection does have a certain amount of super­
ficial reasonableness about it. Under critical examination, however, it 
fails to hold up. To understand fully the reasons for this, let us consi­
der some completely analogous situations where similar "injustices" are 
routinely perpetrated: 

1.­ The office of the Surgeon-General officially condemns cigarette 
smoking and seeks to deprive millions of people of what may be 
their fondest pleasure on the basis of a real but statistically 
infinitisimal relationship between smoking and the subsequent 
development of lung cancer and other diseases. (Goldstein (6) 
reports a median product-moment r of .007 between smoking and 
lung cancer.) 

2.­ Physicians exhort their patients to alter drastically their die­
tary habits on the basis of correlations (between serum choles­
terol level and the subsequent development of heart disease) 
which are so small as often to defy replication from study to 
study. 

3.­ Aircraft pilots are habitually grounded on the basis of physical 
findings whose relationship to the likelihood of a subsequent ac­
'cident has probably never even been demonstrated. 

Other examples similar to the above could be given. In each instance, 
the correlation between presumed precursor and the outcome of interest 
is probably less (in some cases markedly less) than the often-demonstrated 
correlation between psycho-social factors and subsequent accident involve­
ment (cf. 6). It should thus be obvious that the reasons effective coun­
termeasures programs based on demonstrated risk-factors are not taken in 
the automotive realm have to do with (current) social and political atti­
tudes rather than the lack of any such relationships. As long as the in­
discriminate licensing of persons is held to be, in effect, an inalienable 
right, little progress in accident control may be anticipated. 

Fortunately, there is some evidence that the tide of both official 
and public opinion may be turning. The continued operation of the ASAP 
program seems a step in the right direction, since it explicitly recog­
nizes the concept of the dangerous or high-risk driver. In this connec­
tion, however, our data lead us to suspect that alcohol involvement is 
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merely a correlate of dangerous driving (and other self-destructive be­
haviors) rather than a primary cause. Still, if ASAP merely provides an 
effective mechanism whereby the dangerous driver may be identified and 
restrained, its existence would be more than justified. 

It would seem axiomatic that any proposed countermeasures program 
must have broad public acceptance in order to be effective. For example, 
there is mounting evidence that the Surgeon-General's campaign against 
smoking has been of only limited and transitory effectiveness, and that 
the potential effectiveness of the seat-belt ignition inter-lock system 
on late model cars has been largely circumvented. By analogy, it would 
seem that unless and until there is sufficient public sentiment in favor 
of removing the high-risk driver from the highway scene, evidence such 
as that provided in the present report will remain of merely academic in­
terest. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

Psycho-social factors play an important (though certainly not exclu­
sive) role in the etiology of serious motor vehicle accidents. The hy­
pothesis (and some evidence) has been put forth that some previously im­
plicated correlates, viz., age, sex, and alcohol usage, are important 
only by virtue of their correlation with more primary (in the causative 
sense) psycho-social factors. The degree of relationship present between 
psycho-social factors and traffic accidents is probably at least of the 
order of magnitude found in several other areas between precursor and 
outcomes and for which presumed countermeasures have been undertaken. 

Attempts were made to find inter-relationships between the KAS scores 
and variables from the structured portion of the psychological evaluation. 
The results were more remarkable for the absence of any relationships 
rather than their presence. For example, none of the KAS measures that had 
significantly differentiated these male driver fatalities from the norma­
tive population was significantly correlated with either age or presence 
or amounts of blood alcohol concentration at autopsy. One might reasonably 

have expected the social obstreperousness factor to be more prominent among 
the young driver fatalities, as well as among those with positive blood 
alcohol levels, but such was not the case., One interpretation of this find­
ing was that, old or young, drinking or non-drinking, the socially obstrep­
erous driver is at an increased risk of becoming a fatality-

In the aggregate, these findings are consistent with earlier investiga­
tions that relate aggressiveness and emotional instability to accident in­
volvement. The studies present evidence in a quantitative and standardized 
form, that certain definable behavioral traits are more prominent among 
male drivers involved in fatal accidents than among men in general. 

In a free society, the people must ultimately decide through their 
elected and appointed representatives whether these relationships and attend­
ant risk factors are sufficiently large (and the associated disadvantages 
sufficiently small) to warrant proceeding with effective countermeasures 
programs. 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

615 RACE 
•-wwwwrr-------. - w---w-w------w--ww^ww---w---r^► -----------w-r----w-w--wr-

I BAL LE .10 I SAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I-------•--------------- -----------------------i---------­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 ;C; I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 RCP I N
N PCT 

---------------- I ------------------;1:;-f ----------------------- I ---------w 
CAUCASIAN 18 75.0 36 13 76.5 31 81.6 I 98 79.7 

I I 
NEGRO 1 5 20.8 8 18.2 1 4 23.5 I 7 18.4 1 24 19.5 

ASIAN(ORIENTAL) I1 1 4.2 I
I 

0 010 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 1 0.8 

AMERICAN INDIAN 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 .I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 
I I I I I 

OTHER 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 
I I I I I 

----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I------w--­
I 

TOTAL RESPONSES I 24 100.0 44 100.0 I 17 100.0 38 100.0 123 100.0 
---------------I----------------------- ----------------------I------- -. 
NO RESPONSE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 000 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 

I I I 
NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 
---- -------I----------------------- ----------------------- ------•-­

TOTALS i 24 44 I 17 38 1123 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

BAL LE. .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP 
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 09122 FOR 1 DF 1 1) 

UAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 0.068 FOR I DF 1 1) 
**************************************************** 

8AL LE .10 AGE 25 SUP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARL 0.066 FOR I OF 1 1) 

UAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 SUP 
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 0.005 FOR I DF 1 1) 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION* INC.

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

012A BIRTH RANK

I SAL LE .10 I
o - - --- o - o w w - w - - - w - _= - -

RESPONSE ANC 15-24T---A _GEAGN 25 SUP I --AGE
CT N

- - s o - - .►- - Y- - - - - - - - - w - w-w - - - - - - - - - - - w- - m l - - -
1 5 33.3 I 10 52.6 2

SAL GE .11 I TOTAL
 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .........

15P24 AGE 25 PUPCT N .PCT.

 - - - - --------------- .....

18.2 I 5 20.0 22 3104

2 8 53,3 1 5 26.3 I1i 4 36.4 I 7 28.0 I 24 34.3
3 1 6.7 I 2 10.3 i 3 27.3 1 5 20.0 I 11 15.7
4 0 0.0 I 1 5.3 1_ 1 9.1 2 3 12.C 1 5 7.1

5

b

I

I

0

1

0.0 I

6.7 1

0

0

0.0 i

0.0 1

0

1

0.0
I

9.1 1

2

1

8.0

4.0 I

2

3

2.9

4.3

7 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0.0 I 0 0.0,

8 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 4.0 1 1 1,4

9 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0.o 0 0.0I
10 I 0 0.0 I 1 5.3 I 0 0.0 I 4.0 1 2 2.9

MORE THAN 10 0 0.0 I 0 010 0 0.0 I 0.0 0 O.0
I

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I Y - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - I - - - - - - - w - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Y a - - - w-

I
TOTAL RESPONSES I 15 62.5 19 43.2 I 11 64.7 25 65.8 -70--54_19
Y - - - Y - - Y - - - Y - - Y - - - - - - - - - - - - - - w - - - - w - -w Y - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Y - - - - Y r - w

NO RESPONSE I 9 37.5 25 56.8 I 6 35.3 13 34.2 5 3 43.1

NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0 . 0---------------- I---------------•------- I----------------------- :
 **TOTALS I 24 44 1 1 -: ;-17 38

I I I

TL TS Of S1 NTrTCANCE
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - eases

3;GAL L(" .10 AGE 15-24 vS. UAL .L *It A^ 1
2 X 2 CK1- SGuAPE 09604 FOR 1 OF t 1)
i4*t ii^Ii^Y *****f**ii^wiiilfffiiiififfifi*iiiiill*tM•

`` 11 p
rvSOT PEkFOAP1LE- lEXPt cTtC RC.QV NCYILESSLTHAN3

*****#***sfi *** ****f****s**.**** **•*#***#f#**rf***•*

bAL LE 10 AGE 25 SUP v3 8A 6E all AGE 25 Avf•
2 X 2 CH!S(^LJARL 3.$66 FOR 1 DF i )
*****^i**iif*^!#**ii*i**#*#*#**!****###*f*ii*i***i••ti

t
NOT PERFORMEDE-1E53f^

+1^**s*ss*******i*s*******sss*s^t*ss#*^*sssss*^t*****s*s
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. IA 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY .(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

G1126 NUMBER OF CHILDREN 114 FAMILY 
- - - - - - - - - - m­ - _ w r - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - m ------- r r 

I BAL LE .10 I E3AL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I--------------------- -- ---------------------- I-------•-­

RESPONSE 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 SUP -AGE 15-24 AGE 25 AUP I 
I N PCT N PCT I N PCT N PCT I N PCT 

----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I-------•-­
1 I 1 6.7 I 4 21.1 1 0 0.0 I 1 4.0 I 6 8.6 

I­ I 1 I I 
2 1 5 33,3 I 6 3116 1 1 3 1 2 8.0 I 14 20.0 

3 4 26,7 1 3 15.8 I 2 18.2 I 3 12.0 I 12 17.1I 
4­ 1 3 20.0 1 0 0.0 I 3 27.3 .1 6 24.0 1 12 17.1 

5­ 1 6.7 1 1 513 I I 1 9.1 I 5 20.0 1 8 11.41 
6­ 1 0 010 1 1 5.3 I 3 27,3 1 4 16.0 I 8 11.4 

I I I I 
7 1 1 6.7 1 2 10.5 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 3 4.3 

I 
8­ I1 10 0.0 0 0.0 I 1 9.1 I 3 12.0 I 4 5.7 

I II9 0 000 1 5.3 I 0 010 I 0 0.0 1 1.4 
I1 I I I I 

10 1 ii 010 I 1 5.3 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.o I 1 1.4 

11­ 1I 0 0.0 II 0 000 0 0.0 I 1 4.6 I 1 1.4 
I I 

MORL THAN 1.1 1 0 010 I 0 0.0 1 0 000 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 
I I I 1 1 

----------------I-------r---------------1-----------------------I---------­
I 

TOTAL RESPONSES 1 15 62.5 19 43.2 I 11 640 25 65.8 I 70 56.9 
----- -- ------- I --------------------- --I-----------------------I- -----­
NO RESPONSE. I 9 37.5 25 56.8 1 6 35.3 13 34.2 1 53 43.1 

NOT APPLICABLE 1 1 0 010 0 0.0 11 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0,0 
----------------I-----------------------I ----------------------- 1--m ---- M-m 

TCTALS­ 1 24 44 I 17 36 1 123 
1 I I 
1 I I 

i•LJ\ I 3,13 3,63 1 4.64 4.83 1 4.13 
I I I 

S G 1 1.51 2.83 1 1.75 2.c2 I 2.27 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

c3AL Li: .10 AGE: 15-24 vS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP

E41. 32) = 0.378


E3AL LU. .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24

F(1, 224) = 5.525


GAL LE .10 AGE 25 AUP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 SUP

F(l, 42) = 2.686


OA.L CE: .11 AGE 15-2'4 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 is Ur'

F(le 34) = 0.103


************************************************ 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

W38O MARITAL DIFFICULTY- HANDLING ALCOHOL 

I EIA.L LE .10 1 E3AL GE. ell I TOTAL 
I ----------------------I-----------------------I---------­

RESPONSE I AGE_ 15-24 AGL 25 SUP I E+GE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I 
I I! PCT N PCT I N- PCT N PCT I N PCT 

--------------I-----------------------I----------------------- I -----­
NO I •) 010 1 13 92.9 1 2 100.0 I 12 63.2 I 27 75.0 

1 1 I I I 
YLS 1 1 100.0 II 1 7.1 I 0 0.0 I 7 36.8 1 9 25.0 

----------------I-------•--------------- -----------------------I---------­
I I I 

TOTAL PESPONSES 1 1 4.2 14 31.8 I 2 11.8 19 50.a I 36 29.3 
---------------I-----------------------I---- ----- ------------I---------­

NO RESPONSE 1 9 37.5 25 56.8 1 6 35.3 13 34.2 1 53 43.1 
1 I I 

NOT APPLICABLE 1 14 bb, 3 5 11.4 I 9 52.9 6 15,8 I 34 27.6 
----------------I-----------------------I ---- ---------- -------:- ------­

TOTALS­ I 24 44 1 17 3S 1 123 
1 1 Z 

TESTS OF SI(,raIFICANCE 
---------------------

E3AL LE .10 AGE. 15-24 vS. UAL LC .10 AGE 25 sUP 
NOT PEItf URVE.O - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN

**************************************************** 
Bl;L LE .11) AGE 15-24 vS. - DAL GL .11 AGE: 15-24 
!'OT PLRFURAE.D - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 

UAL LL .10 AGE' 25 8uP vS. SAL GE all AOL 25 8UP 
2 X 2. CHI-SQUARL = 2.423 FUR I BF 
**************************************************** 
E3AL GE .11 AGL 15-24 vS. UAL Gt. .11 AGE 225 htlE' 
NOT PCRF ORi1ED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 

**************************************************** 
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ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY .(2973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

Q42 CHANGE IN RELATIONSHIP W/SIGNIFICANT INDIVIDUALS WITHIN 6 MONTHS 
--• ----•---------------• ------------_----_-----_-_----_-------_-_-----o-s-­

I GAL LE .10 1 BAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I ­ ----- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I -­ ------------------ I - - - - - - - . a s 

RESPONSE I AGF 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 Y.UP I 
I N PCT N PCT 1 N PCT N PCT I N PCT 

------------I-------­ - ------ I ----------------------- I ---------­
N ONE I 8 61.5 1 12 66.7 1 3 33.3 1 15 60.0 1 38 58.5 

NEW GIk-L/8OY FR I 2 15.4 1 0 0.0 1 3 33.3 1 1 4.0 1 6 9.2 

PLANS ENGAGE.MR 11 2 15.4.1 2 11.1 I 0 0.0 1 2 8 .0 1 6 9.2 

CHG PLNS ENG.MR I 0 0.0 1 0 060 I 0 0.0 .1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 

--- ---

----- ---

ii 

Y 

SEPARATION I 0 0. 0 I 1 5.6 I 2 22.2 I 3 12.0 I 6 9.2 

PREGNANCY 

DEATH 

1 

T 

0 

U 

0.0 I 
0.0 1 

0 

1 

0.0 1 

5.6 1 

1 

0 

11.1 1 

010 1 

0 

1. 

0.0 1 

4.0 1 

1 

2 

1,5 

3.1 

OTHER 1 1 7.7 1 2 11.1 1 0 0.0 I 3 12.6 1 6 9.2 

i ------- ----------------I ----------------------- I---------• 
i I I 

TOTAL RESPONSES 1 13 54.2 18 40.9 1 9 52.9 25 65.8 I 65 52.6 
•..--------------I----------------------- I----------------------- I -------­
NO F.ESPONSL I 11 45.8 26 59.1 1 6 47.1 13 34.2 I 58 47,2 

----------------

NOT APPLICABLE 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 060 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 
----------------I-------------------•-•-I--------- --------------I­

TOTALS I 24 44 1 17 36 1 123 
-------

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
---------------------

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LL .10 AGE 25 SUP 
2 X 2 CHI-S'wUARL = 0.007 FOR' 1 DF ( 1) 

CAL LC .10 AGE 15-24 VS. UAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 
2 X 2 CRI-S(YUAkL = 0.752 FOR 1 CAF ( 1) 

FJAL LE .10 AGE 25 8UP VS. UAL GE .11 AGE 25 8UP 
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARL = 0.015 FOR 1 CF ( 1)
**•***«********************************************** 
UAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. k3 AL GE .11 AGE 25 SOP 

2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE. 0.970 FOR 1 DF ( 1)
********************.******************************* 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY 11973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

043 RECENTLY EXPERIENCE MAJOR DIFFICULTIES wITH SIGNIFICANT PERSONS 
+-- - - - - - - • - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - Sass - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - ­

I BAL LE,.10 I GAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I-----------------------I-- - ------------------I---------­

RESPONSE I AGGE 15-24 
CT AGE 25 PUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 PUP I NN PCT 

---------------- -------•--------------- I ----------------------- I ---------­
NO­ I 1U 66.7 I 16 84.2 1 7 70.0 I 16 61.5 1 49 70.0 

YES­ I b 33,3 I 3 15.8 1 3 30.0 1 10 38.5 I 21 30.0 

--••------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­
I I 

TOTAL RESPONSES I 15 62,5 19 43,2 1 10 58.8 26 68.4 I 70 56.9 
---------------- I----------------------- I----------------------- I---------­
NO RESPONSE 9 37.5 25 56.8 I 7 41.2 12 31.6 I 53 43.1 

NOT APPLICABLE 1I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 
--- -------I------------- ---------I-----------------------I-----_­

TOTALS­ I 14 44 I 17 38 1 123 
1 I I 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

BAL LE. .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 SUP 
2 X 2 CHI-SQLJARL = 09624 FOR 1 OF 
t^t****s****+t***#*t*#***s***^t*s*^t#***s**^t***ss******s 
L3AL LE .10 AGE: 15-24 VS. PAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 

2 X 2 CHI-S;;UARL = 0.068 FOR 1 OF 
s*****s#s*****:*s^*s*******:****sss*s:*ss*s*sss*sss*s 

iAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE. 25 &UP 
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARL = 1.754 FOR I OF 
**^***s******s****^e*#***s**ssss**s**s****•+ss+^**s*s#f 
UAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. 8AL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 

2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = G.007 FOR 1 OF 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

X149 WHAT WAS THE SUBJECT'S OCCUPATION 
rw---.► ..r------ '------------------'t----r----------------------..r..---^r-rw-r-­

I BAL LE .10 I (SAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I-----------------------I-- -------------------I-------..ww 

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I 
1 N PCT N PCT I N - PCT N PCT I U PCT 0 

----------------1-----------------------I----------------------- I---------­
NONE 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 19.1 1 0 0.0 1 1 1.4 

I 
U14SKILLED WORKR I 3 30.0 1 3 11.5 1 4 36.4 1 5 16.5 1 15 20.3 

SEMI-SKILLED I 2 20.0 1 5 19.2 1 9.1 9 33.3 1 17 23.0I 1 
SKILLED WORKER I 1 10.0 I 3 11.5 I 4 36.4 I 5 18.5 I 13 17.6 

I I I I I 
CLERK,TECHNICN I 1 20.0 1 6 23.1 1 9.1 1 5 18.5 1 14 18.91 
SEMI-PROFESSiAL 1 2 20.0 I 7 26.9 1 0 0.0 1 3 11.1 I 12 16.2 

MINOR PROFESSNL 0 0.0 I 2 7.7 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 2 2.7 

MAJOR FROFLSNAL 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 
I I I I I 

----------------I----------------------- I ----------------------- I ---------­
I I I 

TOTAL RESPONSES 1 10 41.7 2b 59.1 I 11 64.7 27 71.1 1 74 60.2 
--------------1----------------------- I ---- ------ -- -----I---------­

NO RESPONSE 1 7 29.2 18 40.9 1 5 29.4 10 26.S 1 40 32.5 

I. 

NOT APPLICABLE 1 7 29.2 0 0.0 I 1 5.9 1 2.6 I 9 7.3 
----------- ----I---------------------- -I----------------------- I-­

TOTALS I 24 44 1 17 36 I 123 
I I I 
1 I I 

MEAD t 1 3.80 4.58 1 3.00 3.70 I 3.92 
1 I I 

S U I 1.62 1.55 I 1.26 1.30 I 1.50 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

---ft-ft -------------­


OAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 8LP

F(19 34).= 1.766


GAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 15-24

F(19 19) = 1.608


BAL Li .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP

F(11 51) = 4.954


LAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 8UP

F(19 36) .24337
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 27

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

052 ANY JOB CHANGES WITHIN LAST 12 MONTHS
---------------------------------------------------------------------------

I SAL LE .10 I GAL GE .11 1 TOTAL
I----------------------- ---------------•------- -----•--•-

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I
I N PCT N PCT I N PCT N PCI I N PET

----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I-------•--
NONE I 5 ,2.5 1 14 70.0 4 44.4 1 14 56.0 I 37 59.71
PROMOTION I 1 12.5 I 2 10.0 I 1 11.1 I 5 20.0 I 9 14.5

NEW J06

.LEAVE ABSENCE

I

I

2

0

25.0 I

0.0 II
4

0

20.0
I

0.0 1

3

0

33.3 I
010.1

5

0

20.0 1

0.0 I

14

0

22.6

0.0

ACCIDENT I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0

DEMOTION 1
I

0 0.0 I 0 0.0
I

0 0.0
I

1 4.0 I
I

1 1.6

LAID-OFF 1 0 010 1 0 0.0 1 1 11.1 1 0 0.0 T 1 1.6

FIRED I it 010 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I i 0 D.(^ I 0 0.0

---------------- I---------------- ------------------------I----------
I I I

TOTAL RESPONSES I e 33.3 20 45.5 I 9 52.9 25 (,-5.1) I 62 50.4
-- -- - -------I-----------------------I-----------------------T-- --- ----

NO RESPONSE 9 37.5 14 54.5 1 6 35.3 12 31.t, I 51 41.5

NOT APPLICAE?,LE I 7 29.2 0 0.0 I 2 11.8 1 2.6 I 10 8.1
---- -----------I- -------------------I-----------------------I-- ----

TOTALS 2.4 44 1 17 38 I 123
I

TESTS OF SIt,NIFICANCE
--------------------

bAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

*********************************s******sss*s**ss***
CAL LE 10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24

2 X 2 CHI-SGUARL = 1,.066 FOR 1 OF ( 1)
******************s********************sss*s$*s*****

 **8AL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 0.426 FOR 1 OF ( 1)
*****s******3s**************************s**ss*sa^****

UAL GE .11 AGE. 15-24 VS. BAL GL .11 AGE 25 &UP
2. X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 0.042 FOR 1 DF ( 1)
*#******************************s**ss*sss***s*******

i

04
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALL DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

0590 UUKING CHILDHOOD- EXCESSIVELY ACTIVE.. AND/OR AGGRESSIVE 

I SAL LE .10 I bAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I-----------------------I-------------------- --I---------­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 $UF' I 
I N PCT N PCT I N- PCT N PCT I N PCT 

---- 1------- --w-------- -1-- -------------------- I ---------­
NO I 12 80.0 I 14 87.5 I 8 72.7 I 16 72.7 I 50 78.1 

YES I 3 20.0 I 2 12.5 1 3 27.3 I 6 27.3 1 14 21.9 
1 I I I I 

---------------- I----------------------- I----------------------- I ---------­
I I I 

TOTAL RESPONSES I 15 62.5 16 36.4 1 11 64.7 22 57.3 I 64 52.0 
----•---------I----------------------- I----------------------- I-- -x-•-­

NO FtESPQP^5E 1 9 37.5 28 63.6 I 6 35.3 16 42.1 1 59 48.0 

NOT APPLICABLE 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 010 0 o.o 1 0 0.0 
----- - -------- I-------------- ------I-- ------------------I---------­

TOTALS I 24 44 1 17 36 1 123 

TESTS OF SIG141FICANCE 

UAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP

NOT PERFORMLO - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN .3


**************************************************** 
CAL LE .10 AGL 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 
NOT PERFORM1O - EXPECTED FRC UE.NCY LESS THAN 3 

**************************************************** 
6AL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. 8AL GE_ .11 AGE 25 &UP 

2 X 2 CHI-S(UARL 0.489 FOR 1 CF 

E'AL GE. .11 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 NUP 
2 X 2 Chi-SCUARL = 0.171 FOk 1 OF 



29MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

061 MENTAL HEALTH DURING THE YEAR PRIOR TO ACCIDENT 
----------------------------------------------------------------- ------

I SAL LE .10 1 BAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I -----•----------------- I ---------------------I---------­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 gUP I AGE 15-24 AGE. 25 &UP I
I N PCT N PCT 1 N - PCT N PITT I N PCT 

- • I ______ _as - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - w m --- r r - - - - - - - - I ---------­
- - - - - • - - - - - - - ­

1 OOFt 0 0.0 1 1 5.3 1 1 9.1 1 5 19.2 I 7 9.9 

FAIR I 2 13.3 1 0 0.0 I 0 010 1 3 11.5 I 5 7.0 
I 1 I I I 

GOOD 1 7 46.7 1 8 42.1 1 5 45.5 I 9 34.6 I 29 40.8 
$ 

EXCELLENT 1 6 40.0 I 10 52.6 1 5 45.5 .1 9 34.(, 1 30 42.3
I 1 I I I 

----------------Y-----------------------il------------- ---------- I---------­

TOTAL RESPONSES I 15 62.5 19 43.2 I 11 64.7 26 68.4 I 71 57.7 
----------I------ --------------I-----------------------I---------­

NO RESPONSE 1 9 37.5 25 56.8 1 6 35.3 12 31.6 I 52 42.3 
I I I 

NOT APPLICABLE 1 0 0,10 0 000 I 0 0.0 0 0.o 1 0 0.0 
----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­

TOTALS 1 24 44 1 17 38 1 123 

rAtAN 
I
I 3.27 

I 
3.42 I 3.27 

I 
2.65 I 3.15 

S CJ 1 0.70 0.77 I 0.90 1.11 I 0.93 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
--------------------

UAL LF .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP 
F11, 32) = 0.364 

DAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. EIAL GE 11 AGE 15-24 
F(19 24) = 0.000 

UAL LE .10 AGE 25 SUP V. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 
F(1. 43) = 3.713 

*#*Rt**tt^^s***s*****##,t#*t##*t##*sct*##****t#tt* 
SAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 

F(1, 35) = 1.244 
sssistt*sss*sssss*s*ss**t*#*s*tt*tt***#ss**#***t 

9 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

Q76C IMPULSIVE 
------------------------------------------------------r-----------r-o--ice--1 

I BAL LE. .10 I BAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I--------------------- --I------- -------------- -I-------•-­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I 
I N PCT N PCT I N PCT N PET I N PCT 

-------------- I ----------------------- I ----------------------- J---------­
NO I 9 60,0 1 15 75.0 I 7 70.0 1 17 65.4 I 48 67.6 

YES I 6 40.0 1 5 25.0 1 3 30.0 1 9 34.6 1 23 32.4 
I I I 1 --I ------­

TOTAL RESPONSES I 15 62.5 20 45.5 1 10 58.8 26 68.4 1 71% 57.7 
i -r­

------------I ___________ ___ __ _ __ ____ I -----------------------I­
NO RESPONSE 1 9 37.5 24 54.5 I 7 41.2 12 31.6 I 52 42.3 

NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 11 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0,0 
--------------I-----------------------I--------------------------------­

TOTALS I 24 44 1 17 38 123 
I 

TESTS OF SIGN1FICANCL 
..-o.rrrrr-----------­

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL LE .10 AGE 25 SUP 
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE. = 0.334 FOR 1 UF 
**********#********s**»^***s+^****s^ss**s*s+**s***s**** 
BAL LE' .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 

2 X 2 CHI-SQUARL = 0.007 FOR 1 DF 

t3AL LE .10 AGE 25 8UP VS. GAL GE .11 AGE 25 SUP 
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 0.143 FOR 1 OF 
****s+^****^s*****#+s***^r^s**#*******:**^s***rr*^s*s**^ts#* 
BAL GE all AGE 15-24 VS. UAL GE .11 AGE 25 SUP 

2 X 2 CHI-SQUARL = 0.017 FOR I CF 
**#######*###rR^k****#!^**.^K*#**ss#**R**^is^*t*si^^ss^ss^t*^* 

1 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

Q760 CAREFUL AND METHODICAL 

I BAL LE .10 I BAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I-- -------------------I- ---------------------I---------­

RESPONSE I AGL 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I 
I N. PCT N PCT I N* PCT N PCT I IN PCT 

----------------I------ - - ------I-----------------------I- --- ---­
NO 1 11 73.3 1 10 50.0 1 7 70.0 1 14 53.8 I 42 59.2 

YES I 4 26.7 1 10 50,0 I 3 30.0 1 12 46.2 1 29 40.8 
I I I I I 

----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­
I I I 

TOTAL RESPONSES 1 15 62.5 20 45.5 1 10 58.8 26 68.4 1 71 57.7 
--------------I----------------------- I--_-------------- ------ I---------­

NO RESPONSE 1 9 37.5 24 54.5 I 7 41.2 12 31.6 I 52 42.3 

NOT APPLICABLE 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 
----------------I---------------+-- ----I-----------------------I-------­

TOTALS 24 44 I 17 3r'. I 1231 

TESTS CF SIGNIFICANCE 

BAL LL .10 AGE 15-24 VS. IAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP 
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 1.093 FOR 1 DF 
**ss**+^*tt**s*t**s^*sts#s#*ss**s*****st*tstss*^es***ts 

EiAL LL .10 AGE 15-24 VS. E3AL GE .11 AGE 15-24 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 

BAL LE .10 AGE 25 SUP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 0.001 FOR I OF 
*****ss***+t****s***st*t********ss*s*^t*s**tss*******t 
CAL GE .11 AGE_ 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 8UP 

2 X 2 CHI-SQUARL = 0.253 FOR I DF 
********s*s****t******s**s****ts*****s*t**ss******** 

1 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY 11973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

Q80 DID THE SUBJECT DRINK ALCOHOLIC BEVERAGES 
--------------- _w --- -m ------- ---- ----------------- ----­

SAL LE .10 1 BAL GE .11 1 TOTAL 
I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 gUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 $UP I
I N PCT N PCT I N. PCT N CT I N PCT 

----------------I----------------------- I-----------------------I---------­
NONE I 3 20.0 1 4 20.0 1 1 9.1 I 0 0.0 1 8 .11.4 

LT 1/WEEK 0 0.0 1 510 0 010 0 0.0 1 1 1.4 
I 1 1 1 

ONE PER WEEK 4 26.7 0 0.0 1 2 18.2 1 0 0.0 Ii 6 8.61 I 
FEW PER WEEK 5 33.3 I 9 45.0 I 1 911 '1 7 29.2 1 22 31.4 

1 
LT 4/WEEK 1 0 0.0 1 1 5.0 1 1 9.1 1 1 4.2 I 3 403 

GE 4 PER WEEK 0 0.0 2 10.0 2 18.2 I 4 16.7 8 .11.41 1 I 1 
GE 1 PER DAY 1 3 20.0 I 3 15.0 I 4 36. 4 I 12 50.0 I 22 31.4 

----------------I----------------------- I----------------------- -------•-­
I I I 

TOTAL RESPONSES 1 15 6295 20 45.5 1 11 64.7 24 63.2 1 70 56.9 
--------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I--------­

NO RESPONSE 9 37.5 2 4 54.5 6 35.3 14 36,8 53 43.11 I I 
NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 
---------------- I----_---•-------------- I----------------------- I- ----­

TOTALS I 24 44 1 17 38 I 123 
I I I 
1 I I 

MEAN 3.73 4.00 5909 5088 I 4.76I 1I 
S D 1 2.02 2.00 I 2.07 1.33 I 1.98 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

PAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL LE .10 AGL 25 EUP

F(1, 33) 0.151


SAL LE .10 AGE 15-24; VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 15-24

F(1, 24) 2.811


***## **#***# *****#*# s*#+I**5*5**5*######**55*#### 
SAL LE_ .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 AUP 

F(1• 42) = 13.812 

UAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 SUP

F(1, 33) 10832




33MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

084 UID DR114KING EVER PRODUCE LOSS OF EMOTIONAL CONTROL 
-----.-----r-..-r-- r-r----------- m----- ----r-----------r-----ft------rr-----­

I GAL LE .10 I DAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I----------------------- I- --------------------I---------­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 SUP I 
I N PCT N PCT I N- PCT N PCT I N PCT 

•---------------I-- --------------------I-----------------------I---------­
NO 1 10 90.9 1 13 86.7 I 7 70.0 I 16 64.U 1 46 75.4 

YES I 1 9.1 1 2 13.3 I 3 30.0 1 9 36.0 15 24.6 
1 I----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­

I I I 
TOTAL RESPONSES I 11 45.8 15 34.1 I 10 58.8 25 65.8 I 61 49.6 
----------------I--------------- --------I----------------------- I --------r-
NO RESPONSE 1 10 41.7 25 56.8 1 6 35.3 1.3 34.2 Z 54 43.9 

NOT APPLICAFLE I 3 12,5 4 9.1 1 1 519 0 0.0 1 8 6.5 
----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­

TOTALS I 
1 

24 44 I 
I 

17 38 1 
I 

123 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
-------------------

GAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL LE .10 AGE 25 8UP 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 

GAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 

UAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 
2 X 2 CHI -SQUARE. = 1.412 FOR 1 OF 

DAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. GAL GE .11 AGE 25 SUP 
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARE = 0.003 FOR 1 OF 
#i#s#**#**i*i#^R#*i##f#*#ii^t**i#***ss**ii^RSi^ ♦ *#i#i** 
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ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

Q86A DRINK WHEN ANXIOUS AND UPSET 
---------------------- --------------- ------------

I BAL LE .10 I BAL GE ell I TOTAL 
------•---------- --I-----------------------I---------­

RESPONSE AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I 
I N PCT N PCT I tJ PCT N PCT I N PCT

NEVER I 6 66.7 I 10 66.7 1 5 62.5 1 11 52.4 I 32 60.4 

OCCASIONALLY 1 3 33.3 I 2 13.3 1 1 12.5 1 5 23.8 1 11 20.8

FREQUENTLY I 0 0.0 1 3 20.0 1 2 25.0 I 5 23.8 1 10 18.9

---------------- I--------------_--.ter---_ I---------_-_--_----I----rrr--­

i 
TOTAL RESPONSES I 9 37.5 15 34.1 1 8 47.1 21 55.3 I 53 43.1 

--------- --------------------I-----------------------I---------­
NO RESPuNSE I - 12 50.0 25 56.8 I 8 47.1 17 44.7 I 62 50.4 

NUT APPLICABLE I 3 12.5 4 9.1 I 1 5.9 0 0.0 1 8 6.5 
----------------I-----------------------l-----------------------I---------­

TOTALS 1 24 44 17 38 1 123 

MEAN 

S D 

I
I 

1 

1.33 

0.50 

1.53 

0.83 

I 
1 

f 

1.63 

0.92 

1.71 

0.85 

I 
1 
I1 

1.58 

0.79

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
-------------------

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL LE .10 AGE 25 8UP 
F(19 22) = 0.422 

BAL LE. .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 
F(i. 15) = 0.686 

#'#**s*##***####*#****##s**##*^s#ssss*s+sssssss*ss 
BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 

F'(19 34) = 0.406 

BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE all AGE 25 8UP 
r(i, 27) = 0.062 

s*****ss*s*s*ssss**#s********#****#**##*******s* 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION* INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

0868 DRINK WHEN DEPRESSED AND DOWN IN THE DUMPS 

I BAL LE .10 1 SAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I-----•--------------- --1----------------------- I------.. 

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 $UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I 
I N PCT N PCT N PCT N PCT I N PC, 

----------------I----- ----------------I-----------------------1- ----+-­
NEVER­ I 6 -75.0 11 73.3 1 6 60.0 I 9 45.0 32 60.41­ 1 
OCCASIONALLY 2 25.0 2 13.3 I 2 20.0 I 5 25.0 I 11 20.81­ 1 
FREQUENTLY I 0 0.0 I 2 13.3 2 20.0 I 6 30.0 1 10 18.91 
----------------I----------------------- I----------- ------------I---------­

+­ TOTAL RESPONSES I 8 33.3 15 34.1 I 10 58.8 20 52.6 1 53 43.1 
--------------1-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­
NO RESPONSE 1 13 54.2 25 56.8 1 6 35.3 18 47.4 I 62 50.4 

NOT APPLICABLE 1 3 12.5 4 9.1 1 1 5.9 0 0.0 I 8 6.5 
--- -- ---------I----------------------- I ----------------------- I---------- • 

TOTALS i 24 44 17 38 1 1231 
MEAN I 1.25 1.40 I 1.60 1.85 I 1.58 

I I I 
S G I 0.46 0.74 1 0.84 0.88 I 0.79 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

UAL LF .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LE .10 AGL 25 SUP

F(1, 21) = 0.271


bAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24

F(1s 16) = 10103


BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 SUP

F(1, 33) = 2.586


BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 SUP

F(1, 28) = 0.557


******* **************************************** 

44 
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MARYLAND NEOICAL•LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

Q878 DRINK WHILE DRIVING 
---------------------- -•------------------•-------------------------1-^-­

I BAL LE .10 I GAL GE .11 1 TOTAL 
I--------•--------------I-----------------------I---------­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 UP I 
I N PCT N PCT I N PCT N PCT I N PCT 

------•---------I-----------------------I----------------------- ---------­
NEVER 7 58.3 1 6 46.2 I 4 40.0 I 10 40.0 I 27 45 .0 

I 
OCCASIONALLY I 4 33.3 6 46.2 i 3 3000 I 9 36.0 22 36,7I I 
FREQUENTLY 1 8.3 1 1 7.7 1 3 30.0 I 6 24.0 1 11 18,31 
----------------I----------------------- I------------ ----------- I-------•-­

I I I 
TOTAL RESPONSES I .12 50,0 13 29.5 1 10 58,8 25 65,8 I 60 48.8
----------------I--------- --------------I---------------- ------- I------- ft-w 
NO RESPONSE 9 37.5 27 6194 1 6 35.3 13 34.2 I 55' 44,7 

1 
NOT APPLICABLE I 3 12.5 4 9.1 I 1 5.9 G 010 I 8 6.5 
-- ------ ------I----------------------- z------------------- ---- ----------• 

TOTALS I 24 44 I 17 38 123 
I 

MEAN 
I 

1.50 1.62 I 1.90 1.84 1.73 

S D 1 0.67 0.65 I 0.88 0.80 I 0.75I I 
TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP

F(1, 23) 0.190


BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 15-24

F(19 20) = 1.467


*******f ********ss****************************** 
GAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 

F(1, 36) = 09760 
*****************************************s****** 
BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE ell AGE 25 &UP


F(19 33) = 0,038




37 
MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION* INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973.1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

Q93 EVER RECEIVE MEDICAL TREATMENT FOR THE EFFECTS OF DRINKING 
- - - _ o _ o - - _ - r - s - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - _W- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -----­

I SAL LE .10 I SAL GE .11 I TOTAL IV 
I-------------------- ---I----- ------------------I----..• 

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I
7 N PCT N __PCT _ j N- PCT N PCT I N PCT 

NO j F-11-NOOK-07 I 14 93.3 1 10 100.0 1 25 96.2 I 60 96.8 

YES 0 0.0 I 1 6.7 0 0.0 ` 1 3.8 1 2 3.2 
I I 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ----------- - "' - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - ­

I 
TOTAL RESPONSES I 11 45.8 15 34.1 I 10 58.8 26 68.4 I 62 50.4 
----------------I------------•------•--•I---•-------------------I---------­
NO RESPONSE 10 41.7 25 56.8 I 6 35.3 12 31.6 I 53 43.1 

I 
NOT APPLICABLE I 3 12.5 4 9.1 I 1 5.9 0 0.0 I 8 6.5 
----------------I--------- --------- ----- I'--------------------------------­

TOTALS 1 24 44 1 17 38 123 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL LE .10 AGE 25 8UP

NOT PERFORMED EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


#i*##****#********#***#***#*#**##*#**t**#********s#* 
BAL LE 1p AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 15-24
NOT PERFORMED EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

********#*stsssss*s*ss#s*#t*sss*sss*#*ss*sss**ssssss 
SAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 SUP 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 

bAL GE 1i11 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 8UP 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 

0 
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MARYLAND MEOICAL-LE$AL FOUNDATION* INC.

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK IY

FATAL-RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

G94 HOW MANY CIGARETTES SMOKED PER UAY
_!-n_-_--_iP_r__aa-r_-a_a___-a_-_--__e-ID^►--_~. ___-r_^rr_--aS-a-_a___-_a-^P_+fl

I SAL LE'.10 I SAL GE .11 1 TOTAL

RESPONSE AGE 15P4 AGE 25 P I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 OUP I
I1 -N ----T----N--__T-IN----PCTw..a_N-----CT_IN-•--P'CY

10 OR-- rLESS 11 73.3 1 15 78,9 I 9 81.8 I 12 50.0 1 47 68.1

11-20 3 20.0 I 2 10.5 2 1882 1 5 20.8 II 12 17.4
I21-3 0 0 0.0 1 2 10.5 0 0.0 I 4 16.7 6 8.7

31-K0 1 6.7 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1 4.2 2 2.9

41-50 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 1 4.2 I 1 1.4
I

51-60 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0I 1I
61-70 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 1 4.2 1 1 1.4

71-80 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0 . 0
1I I

81-90 0 010 I 0 0.0 T 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 010

91-100 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0

MORE THAN 100 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 '0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0I
----w--r---a--w-1w-------------------e-_

TOTAL RESPONSES I 15 62.5 19 43.2 1 11 64.7 24 63.2 I 69 56.1
--I ------I--------------------------------I-----------------
N6-RE-UN-Si---- I

 **
9 37.5 25 56.8 116 35.3 14 36.8 1 54 43.9

NOT APPLICABLE 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0
---------------- ------------------I ----- I --------- I _-----..--.,--------------

TOTALS I 24 44 I 17 38 1123

8.73 i MEAN I7.37 TI 5.45 16.88 I 10.67

S 0 1 11.65 10.46 t 8.20 17.96 1 13.96

TESTS OF SI6NIFICANCE
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP
F(19 32) = 0.129

8AL LIE .10 AGF(15-244) VS. SAL0GEE3.11 AGE 15-24

**t************ #*5**5***#**#**##*#****##*#******
)BAL LE .10 AGE 25 4 UP VS. BAL GE .ll AGE 25 &UP

F(1• 41) = 4.186
**+R^Ic^c#**s^*#^k**s^R**s#*%^4^t####*####***##+R#^ks#^t***^t
DAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 SUP

F(l. 33)'= 49012



39 
MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

098 HOW RELIGIOUS WAS THE SUBJECT 
+-- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - w o o - o w -.. - - - - - - - - - w --- - - - ---------------------- -o - - - - -r ..­

I SAL LE .10 I BAL GE .11 I TOTAL
i ----w- ------ I----------------------- ---------­

RESPONSE­ I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP 
I N PCT N PCT I N- PCT N PCT-IN PCT 

----------------I-----------------------I---------------------- -------
NOt RELIGIOUS I 5 33.3 1 5 25.0 1 1 9.1 1 14 58.3 2S 35.7 

RELIGIOUS 8 53.3 I1i 12 60.0 I 10 90.9 I 10 41.7 1 40 57.1 

DEEPLY RELGIOUS I 2 13.3 I 3 15.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 5 7.1 

------------ --------------

TOTAL RESPONSES I 15 62.5 20 45.5 1 11 64.7 24 63.2 1 70 56.9 
----w---ww-----r --w-w--s---w--ro--r--I ----w r--w--rr-w-w-ww-o-II---w--w--­

NO RESPONSE I - 9 37.5 24 34.5 I 6 35.3 14 36.8 I 53 43.1


NOT APPLICABLE 1 0 0,0 0 0110 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0

----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I--------­


TOTALS 24 44­ 17 38 123 
I­ 1 

II I­ I 
MEAN 1 1.80 1.90 II 1.91 1.42 I 1.71 

I 
S D I 0.68 0.64 I 0.30 0.50 I 0.59 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
w - - - - w - w r - w w r - - o w - - - ­

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL LE .10 AGE 25 8UP 
F(1, 33) = 0.199 

bAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 
F(1• 24) = 0.248 

** **** ** t*ss******s***5*5*5*^It**5****5**5*55*5**5 
(SAL LE .10 AGE 25 8UP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 

F(1, 42) = 7.851 
************************************************ 
BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 

F(1• 33) = 8.952 
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40MARYLAND MEDICAL.LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC.

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY 11973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

Q107 NUiiBER OF PASSENGERS IN CAR AT TIME OF ACCIDENT

I BAL LE .10 I BAL GE .11 I TOTAL

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP II N PCT N PCT N. PCT N PCT N PCTI-
0 I 7 46.7 I 16 80.0 1 6 54.5 I 23 88.5 1 52 72.2

I I I I
1 2 13.3 I 2 10.0 2 18.2 1 0 0.0 1 6 8.31

4 26.7 I 1 500 II 2 18.2 I 1 3.8 i 8 11.1

1 6.7 1 5.0 I 1 9.1 2 7.7 I 5 6.9

1 6.7 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 1.4

0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0

0 0,0 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 II 0 0.0

0 0.D 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0I 1
a 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 o 0.0 I 0 0.0

I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0
1
II 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0

- - - - - - • - - - - - - - - - - -- --r err r - - r - 1 - - - - - -^- - - - - - - '^ - I - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- -- I - -
I I I

TOTAL RESPONSES 1 15 62.5 20 45.5 I 11 64.7 26. 68.4 I 72 58.5

NO RESPONSE: I 9 37.5 24 54.5 i 6 35.3 12 31.6 I 51 41.5

NOT APPLICABLE 1 ** 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0
--.rrrr-rr----- I------------------r---- -r+--I ----.re-rr-----errs---- 1-----

TOTALS I 24 44 17 38 I 123

I
MEAN I 1.13 0.35 2 0.82 0.31 0.57

I I I
S C 1 1130 0.81 1 1.08 0.68 I 1.03

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP
F(1. 33) 4.784

***s***************s****^***s***ss*s*s*s*sss*s*s
BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE oil AGE 15-24

F(19 24) 09428
***s*****#s*#******s*****sss***sssss**sss*#sssss
UAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP

F(1. 44) = 0.028
sss***s***ss*******+^s****^s**sss**^t**s**ss**s*ss*f*
BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE 11 AGE 25 &UP

F(1v 35).= 2.2622
**s*****s*******s*s***r^s*****sss**si**s*sss*****



41MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY 11973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

W114 GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD SPEED OF VEHICLE 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - m__- - - - - - - -

I SAL LE .10 I 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -• ­

63 GE .11 I TOTAL 
I---------•-------------I-------- -------- --- I-----•---­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 SUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I 
I N PcT N PCT I N- PCT N PCT I N PCT 

------------ --I----------------------- I-----------------------i-----_---_ 
SLOW DRIVER 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 1 3.a I 1 1.4 

I I 
AVERAGE DRIVER I 10 66.7 I 12 60.0 1 7 63.6 I 13 50.0 I 42 58.3 

FAST DRIVER 1 1 6.7 I 7 35.0 I 3 27.3 I 4 15.4 1 15 20.8 

VERY FAST ORVER 1 4 26.7 I 1 500 1 1 9.1 I 6 30.8 I 14 19.4 
I _ I I I I 

---------------- I-------- ---------------I-------------------- ---I_--___--__ 
I 

TOTAL VLSPONSES I 15 62.5 20 45.5 1 11 64.7 26 68.4 I 72 58.5 
-- - -------------------- I -­-- --- - - -- - --------- --- -

NO RESPONSE 1 9 37.5 24 54.5 1 6 35.3 12 31.6 I 51 41.5 

NOT APPLICASL1 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.c I 0 0.0 
----------------I-----------------------1-----------------------I---------­

TOTALS 24 44 17 30 123

I I f 
I I I 

MEAN I 2.60 2.45 1 2.45 2.73 I 2058 
I I I 

S LL I 0.91 0.60 I 0.69 0.96 I 0.81 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

t3AL LE .10 AOL 15-24 VS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 AUP 
F(1, 33) = 0.343 

**#***#*##**#********#****s****s*************ss* 
i3AL LU .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 

F(1t 24) = 0.197 
Itt3 AL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. BAL GE oil AGE 25 &UP 

F(i• 44) = 1.304 

CAL (-:F: .11 AGt. 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 
Fit, 35) 0.741 

 



----------
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MARYLAND MEDICAL•LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION-STUDY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

Q115 GENERAL RISK-TAKING ATTITUDE 
---------------------- --------i-------------------------------------------^ 

I 8AL Lf= .10 I BAL GE .11 1 TOTAL 

RESPONSE -AGE 15-24 AGE 25 AUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP 
I N PCT N PCT 1 N- PCT •N PCT I N PCT 

-.. .. ------.----• I-------------- --------- I----------------------- I---------i 

CAUTIOUS 1 3 20.0 7 35.0 I 1 9.1 1 3 11.511 14 19.+E1 
AVERAGE 7 46.7 10 50.0 I 8 72.7 15 57.7 1 40 55.6 

I I I 
TOOK CHANCES I 5 3313 2 10,0 1 2 18.2 5 19.2 I 14 19.41 11 
OFTEN! TK CHANCE 1. 0 0.0 I 1 5 . 0 I 0 0. 1 3 11.5 1 4 5,6

I I I I I 
----------------I----------------------- ----------------------- I---------­

I 
TOTAL RESPONSES 1 15 62.5 20 45.5 11 64 ,7 26 68.4 1 72 58.5 

NO RESPUNSE I 37.5 24 54.5 I 6 35. 3 12 31. 6 1 51 41.5 

NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 060 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 
- - - - - --I - ----- ----------------- w - - - - - • - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I 

TOTALS - - 1 24 44 1 17 38 1 123 
I 
I I I 

MEAN I 2.13 1.85 I 2.09 2.31 I 2.11 

S Q I 0,74 0.81 1 C.54 0.64 1 0.77 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

GAL Lt_ .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LE .10 AGL 25 &UP

F'(1, 33) = 1.120


CAL LL .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL bE .11 AGE 15-24

F(1, 24) = 0.026


EAL LE_ .10 AGE 25 3UP VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 8UP 
F(1, 44) = 3.4b3 

********:*******************************a******* 
UAL G1 .11 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP35)L=

h,(1, 0.622 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973-1979) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

Q117 DID THE SUBJECT USE SEAT BELTS 
er---reer+-- ------------ r-e-----rreer-ere-r- .--e---------------r-----reeree 

I SAL LE .10 SAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I ----------------------- ----------------------- i --------ee 

RESPONSE­ I AGE 15-24 AGE.25 UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 SUP I 
I N PCT N° PCT I N PCT N PCT I N PCT 

--ee---------rl-----e---e-----r r-reeee --err--r----r•-r--r-r-- --e-reeeee 

--VERN£ I 6 42.9 I 8 47.1 I 4 40.0 I 21 95.5 39 61.9 

OCCASIONALLY I 5 35.7 I 8 47.1 I 5 50.0 I 1 4.5 TI 19 30.2 
II 

ALL THE TIME I 3 21.4 1 1 5.9 I 1 10.0 1 0 0.0 I 5 7.9 

.--rrr-r----s----1----------­I-----------I-----------I-----------I---------­
I­ I 

TOTAL RESPONSES I 14 58.3 17 38.6 I 10 58.8 22 57.9 I 63 51.2 
r--r--r-e---r---I° ------------•--------I-----------------------I•------•-­
NO RESPONSE I 10 41.7 27 61.4 I 7 41.2 15 39.5 1 59 48.0 

I­ I 
NOT APPLICAE3LE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.6 1 1 coo 
----------------I- -- --------------•---- -------------- ---------I--------­

TOTALS 1 24 44 I 17 38 I 123 
I I­ I 

1 II­ 1MEAN 1.79 1.59 1.70 1.05 1.46 
I I 

S L` I 0.80 0.62 I 0.67 0.21 I 0.64 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

E3AL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL LE 10 AGE 25 &UP

F(1• 29) = 0.608


****s**s***s**s***s*s*s*s**sss**ss**ss^tssss***s* 
BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 

F(1, 22) = 0.076 
**s***s***s*s****s*s*************ss**sssss***s** 
E3AL LE .10 AGE 25 SUP VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 8UP 

F(1, 37) = 14.781 
*sss*s****s***s***ss*s**s***ss*ss*sss*****s***** 
UAL. GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 

F(It 30) = 17.482 
**^k^k*^c*s#*s*s^********#*ss*s***sss**s***ss*sss*s* 



MARYLAND MEDICALrLE6AL FOUNDATION. INC. 44

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUOY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

0118 WAS SUBJECT WEARING SEAT BELT AT TIME OF ACCIDENT 
-----------------•--------------------------------------------------------­

I SAL LE .10 I BAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I----------------------- I----------------------- I------- --­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 SUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 ^UP I N I N .PCT N PCT PCT N CT I N PCT 
----------------I----------------------- -----------------------I---------­
NO I 15 93,8 24 96.0 9 100.0 23 92.0 I 71 94.7
I 
YES 1 613 I 1 1 4,0 1 0 0.0 I 2. 8.0 I 4 5,3
1 I r - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . r w- - - I - ­ r - - - - - - - - - - - -- ------- - - - - - - ­

j 
TOTAL RESPONSES I 16 66.7 25 56,8 I 9 52.9 25 65.8 I 75 61.0 
---------------I --------------------------;--;; --------------- I ---------­
NORESPONSE 8 3313 19 4;:;-3.2 .1 12 31.6 I 47 38.2

I 
NOT APPLICABLE 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 2.6 I 1 0.8
---- ----------- I ---------- ----------- ------------ m-ft --- ftj ------- M-ft 

TOTALS I 24 44 1 17 38 1 123 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
---------------------

BAL LE: .10 AGE 15-' 4 VS. BAL LE .10 AGE 25 SUP

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


*****stts**s***ss***t**t*ststs*tst*t*ssssss**ss*s*** 
SAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

***s*ss*s*s**t*sssss****ssss#**ts**tssss«ssssss**s*s 
t-3AL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 
NOT PERFORMED - EJECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

***s*********t*s**********st*****s***s*sss*ss**ss*** 
BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 SUP 
POT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

s##*^*****s**t*^tstst*##ssass^► ilr^ti*sst^RSSa^i+t*^s^ssss*^ 



45MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC.


ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II


FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)


9122 EXHIBITION OF CONCERN WITH REGARD TO TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS

•---.-••--•-'--w-.w---•------------w----••---------------w-----------..----­

I SAL LE .10 1 SAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
1-------•---------------I-----------------------1------••-- it 

RESPONSE I AGE 15.24 AGE 25 UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I 
I N PCT N PCT I N PCT N PCT I N PCT 

NO CONCERN i 4 50.0 i 3 27.3 1 2 33.3 1 9 75.0 I 18 48.6 

AVERAGE CONCERN 1 4 50.0 1 6 54.5 1 4 66.7 1 3 25.0 I 17 4519 

MUCH CONCERN I 0 0.0 2 18.2 I 0 010 0 0.0 1 2 5.4 1­ 1 
----------------II---------------------------------------------I---------­

TOTAL RESPONSES I 6 33.3 11 25.0 I 6 35.3 12 31.6 I 37 30.1 
----------- --------------------•-1 ----------------------I---------­

NO RESPONSE I 15 62.5 31 70.5 1 9 52.9 26 68.4 I 81 65.9 
I I I 

NOT APPLICABLE 1 1 4.2 2 4.5 I 2 11.8 0 0.0 I 5 4.1 
----- - ----I----------- ------------I-- -------------------I----------. 

TOTALS 1 24 44 I 17 38 I 123 

iI 
I I 

MEAN i 1.50 1.91 1 1.67 1.25 1 1.57 
I 

S L) I 0.55 0.70 I 0.52 0.45 1 0.59 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
--------------------

UAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP 
F(1, 17) = 1.907 

**#**********i****#******•'**##********#*i#****** 
BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 

F(1, 12) = 0.343 

BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 SUP 
F(1, 21) = 7.313 

I3AL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 
F(1, 16) = 3.101 
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46MARYLAND MEDICAL•LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

0123 INVOLVEMENT IN OTHER ACCIDENTS WHILE UNDER INFLUENCE OF ALCOHOL 
----------------w-•----------- .m---------w--r----------------------•r was---­

I SAL LE .10 1 BAL GE .11 I TOTAL 

RESPONSE­ I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 OCTP I AGE 1524 AGE 25 &UP I 
I N PCT N PI N* PCT N PCT I N PCT 

--------------I-----------------------I-----------------------II---------­
NO I 11 91.7 I 14 100.0 I 7 100.0 1 13 72.2 I 45 88.2 

YES I 1 803 I 0 0.0 1 0 010
I1 5 27.8 1 6 11.8 

----------------I----------------------- -----------------------I----------
I i 

TOTAL RESPONSES I 12 50.0 14 31.8 I 7 41.2. 18 47.4 51 410 
w.°------------I- -. ----------------I------------.-.--r-w---- -- -----­

NO RESPONSE I -12- 50.0 30 68.2 1 10 58.8 20 52.6 I 72 58.5 

NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 
----------------I----------'-------------I-----------------------I---------­

TOTALS 1 24 44 17 38 1 123 
I 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

13AL LE 10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL LE .10 AGE 25 '&UP 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQU E NCY LESS THAN 3 

#*#k+kR#t#tt##*###i**tti##tiii#+t#tIciii^k^M***iiii^MiRi+t#RIt 

SAL LE. .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 ACE 15-24

NOT PERFORMLD - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


BAL. LE .10 AGE 25 4UP VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 SUP

N07 PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


UAL GE .11 AGE. 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


##^t#^r#^ryr#####t#•i*tiRR^R^R^► +I^i**i#ii#i#*#R#s^c#Ic+M#tsssss 
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ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 
iy 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

G124C TROUBLE WITH LAW AS AN ADULT 

I H3AL LE .10 1 BAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I ----------------------- I ---------------------I--------­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 aUP I AGE 15-24 AGE. 25 &UP I 
I N PCT N PCT I t4 . PCT t" PCT I N PCT 

----------•-----I ----------------------- I ---- --- ------ ----I-----------­
110 100.0 1 15 78.9 1 8 is8.9 I 14 h0.9 I '{7 77.0
I I I I I 

YES 1 0 0.0 I 4 21.1 I 1 11.1 1 9 39.1 1 14 23.0 
1 1 I I I 

----------------I-----------------------I------------------------I---------­
I I I 

TOTAL RLSPONSES 1 10 41.7 19 43.2 I 9 52.9 23 60.5 1 61 49.6 
--------- ------I ----------------------- I ------------------ --I---------­
NO kE_SPONSI I 10 41.7 25 56.8 I 6 35.3 .15 39.5 1 56 45.5 

I I 1 
NOT APPLICALLE I 4 16.7 0 0.0 I 2 11.' 0 0.0 I 6 4.9 
---------------- 1--------------------- I --------------------I---- ----­

TOTALS­ I 24 44 1 17 36 1 123 
I I I 

TESTS OF 6IGNIFICANCE 

AL LE .10 J. G(_ 15-24 VS. HAL LE .10 AGL 25 SUP

NOT PE:RFORPEU - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


L AL LI.10 AGE. 15-24 VS, dAL UE .11 AGL. 15-24

IJC'T PERFORMED - EXPECTELL FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


k AL LE: 1L AOL 25 SUP VS. SAL GE. .11 AGE 25 &UP 
t X 2.. CHI-SQUARE = 0.857 FOR 1 CAF 
R+kt*************************************i********** 
t3AL GL .11 AGE 15-24 VS. HAL GE .11 AGE 25 .&UP

NUT PERFORMED - EXPECTEU FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC.


ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY .(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II


FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)


P125 NUMBER OF TIMES IN TROUBLE WITH LAW (CONVICTIONS) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - - - - • - - - - - - - - - - • - • - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ­

I BAL LE .10 SAL GE Ill I TOTALf - ; m - _ --- w --- - - - w • • - - - - - - w - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I w - - ------­

RESPONSE AGE 15-24 AGE 25 PCUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 UP I

I N PCT N T I N PCT N PCT I N PCI 

----------------1--------------------•-1----------------------- z ------•-•• 
0 10 76,9 I 15 78.9 I 5 50.0 I 13 59.1. 1 43 67.2


1 I 0 0.0 1 1 5.3 1 2 20.0 I 2 9.1 jI 5 7.8

j I 

2 I 2 15.4 0 0.0 T I 1, 10.0 2 9.1 5 7.8
1I 1 I

3 I 1 7.7 1 1 5.3 0 0.0 1 4.5 3 4.7
1 1I
4 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 1 2 9.2 2 3.1


I
 I

5 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 1 10.0 I 0 0.U I 1 1.6


6 0 0.0 1 1 5.3 1 0 0.0 1 1 4.5 1 2 3.1

I


7 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0
 0.0
1 1 
0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.01I I I

9 1 0 0.0 0 I
0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0
1 1

10 I 0 0.0 1 1 5.3 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 1 1.6


11 OR MORE. 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1 10.0 I* 1 4.5 2 3.1
1 1 I

----------------I----------------------------------------------------••­

1 I I

TOTAL RLSPOl SES I 13 54.2 19 43.2 I 10 58,8 22 57.9 I 64 52.0

----------------I--------------------- --I------------------ -•-_• -----•-•=­

NG RESPONSE 1 11 45.8 25 56.8 7 41.2 16 42.1 59 48.0
1

NOT APPLICABLE 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0,0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 
-----------•---- 1---------------------•-I- -- -_-----_-----_w•--­ I---•--••-­

TOTALS I 24 44 I 17 38 I 123


I I I

MEAN 1 0.54 1.05 I 2.00 2.18 I 1.48


1 ( I I

S C' I 1.05 2.63 I 3.53 5.311 1 3.72


TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL LE .10 AGE 25 SUP

1(1^ 30) = 0.443


6AL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 15-24

F(1, 21) = 2.025


*"*****************************************s***** 
BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 8UP 

F(1. 39) = 0.692 

UAL GF .11 AGE.. 15-24 vS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 8UP

F(140 30) = 0.009


tir
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ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

S12 NUMBER OF PREVIOUS SUSPENSIONS 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - r - - - w - - - - - - - - - - ----------­

I SAL LE 910 I SAL GE .11 I TOTAL 
I---------•------------­ I-----------------------I---------­

RESPONSE I . AGE 15-24 AGE 25 EUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I 
I N PCT N PCT I N PCT N PCT I N PCT 

---wr-r-r-rr---- ----------- ------ ----------------------- I ------www-I
0 8 94.7 Z --29- 80.6 1 11 91.7 26 74.3 1 84 82.4 1 
1 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 1 8.3 1 5 14.3 I 6 5.9 I 
2 1 5.3 I 4 11.1 0 0.0 I 2 5.7 7 609 1I I 
3 I 0 0.0 I 1 208 I 0 0.0 .I 2 5.7 I 3 2.9 

4 0 0.0 I 2 5.6 III 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 2 2.0 I 
5 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 010 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0I 1 
6 1 0 010 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0

I I 
7 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 

8 

9 

10 

1 
1 I 

0

0

0

0.0 1 

0.0 1 
0.0 I 

0

0 

0

0.0 1 

000 I 

0.0 I 

0

0

0

0.0 1 

0.0 1 

0.0 I 

0

0

0

0.0 

0.0 I
0.0 I I 1 

0

0

0 

0.0

0.0 

0.0

11 OR MORE 1 0 0.0 I. 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.01 1 
---------------- I----------------------- I-----------------------I---------­

TOTAL RESPONSES 19 79.2 36 81.8 1 12 70.6 35 92.1 1102 82.9
------------ ---- -----------------------I---------- --------- ---- zz --------=­
NO RESPONSE I 5 20.8 8 18,2 1 5 29.4 3 7.9 i 21 17.1 

N OT APPLICABL
--------------

TOTALS 

AN 

E 1 
--I-

1

I
1 

0 
----
24 

0.0 
-------

0.11 

0 
-----

44 

0.0 I 
-----I--

1 

I 
0.53 1 

0 
----
17 

0.0 
-------

0.08 

0 
----

38 

0.0 I 
------I-

1 
I 

0.46 I 

0 
----
123

0.0 
----­

0.36 

S G I 0.46 1.16 I 0.29 0.85 I 0.88 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
----------- ------ ----

hAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL LE .10 AGE 25 8UP

F(1, 53) = 2.318


Rt+1^^K##*#^R*#R*##R##*#R#*iRifi#^Ici##l^tIt^t^t^ti+Ft^####^tfi 
UAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 

F(l, 29) = 0,022
*•*********************************************** 
BAL LF .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 

Fill 69) = 0.168 

HAL GE' .11 AGE 15-24 VS. (SAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP

F (lo 45) = 1.880
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

S15 NUMBER OF SPEEDING CONVICTIONS 
w w r w w r w r r - r w - a - w - r - r - - - - • - - - - - - w r r - r w w w r r - r - - - r w ---------------- r - w - r - w w r w 

I BAL LE .10 I GAL GE .11 I TOTAL
I--------------------- •-I----------------------- I--- ------­

0 

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I 
I N PCT N PCT N PCT N PCT I N PCT 

-------------- I -----------------------I ----------------------- I --wr_......r.. 
1 11 57.9 1 18 50.0 I 9 75.0 1 17 48.6 1 55 53.9.

II 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

I 

1
I
I 

I 

6 

2
0 

0 

0 

31.6 I 
10.5 1 
0.0 

0.0 I1 
0.0,1 

6 

6 

1 

4 

0 

16.7 I 

16.7 

2.8 1 
I 

11.1 1

0.0 1 
I 

0 

2 

1 

0 

0 

0.0 I 
16.7 1 

8.3 .^ 
0.0 1

0.0 I 1 

6 

7 

2

1 

0 

17.1 I 18 '17.6 

20.0 17. 16.7. I
5.7.I 4 3.9 

2.9 I 5 4.9 

0.0 1 0 0.0 

6 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 

7 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 1 2.'3 1 1 .0 1 I 
8 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0. 0I 
9 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 

1z 
10 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 2. 9 I 1 1.0 

1 I 
11 OR MORE 1 0 0.0 I 1 2.8 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.0 

I I 1I 
----------------I-------•---------------I-----------------------I---------­I 

I I I 
TOTAL RLSPONSLS I 19 79.2 36 81.8 1 12 70.6 35 92.1 1 102 62.9. 
-------•--------I----------------------------------------------I--------=­
NO RE.SPOPISE: I 5 20.8 8 18.2 1 5 29.4 3 7.9 I 21 17.1 

NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 010 I 0 0.0 
----------------I--------------------- --I-----------------------Y----------

TOTtALS 1 24 44 17 38 123 1 
I I I 

IvILAN I 
I

0,53 1058 I 
I 

0.58 1..34 I 
I 

1.19 

S Li I 0.70 3.43 I 1.08 2.13 1 2.44 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
---------------------

BAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. GAL LE .10 AGE 2b &UI

F(19 53) = 1.747


UAL LE .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE all AGE 15-24

F(19 29) = 0.032


^*****t*t**t*******tt*t*****ttt*t*t*t*s***t*ttt* 
HAL. LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 25 AUP 

F(l• 69) = 0.125 

GAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 &uP

F(1. 45) = 1.391


***************************t******************** 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY 11973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK It 

FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

S114 EXTENT OF DRINKING (REVISED ALCOHOLIC CLASSIFICATION 7/73) 
------------------------•------------------------------------------------® 

I BAL LE *10 I BAL GE all I TOTAL 
I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I 
1 w PCT N PCT I N PCT N PCT I N PCT 

----------------I--- ------------------I-----------------------I---------­
ABSTAINER 3- 21.4 5 22.7 1 9.1 0 0.0 9 12.0I I I 
MILD SOCIAL 

I

1 5 35.7 1 10 45*5 1I 4 36.4 I 8 28.6 I 27 36.0 

MODERATE SOCIAL I 5 35.7 1 4 18.2 1 3 27.3 I 9 32.1 I 21 28.0 

MOD /HEAVY SOC 1 7.1 3 13.6 I 1 9.1 9 32.1 I 14 18.7 

I 1 1 
HEAVY SOCIAL 1 0 000 0 0.0 2 18.2 I 1 3.6 3 4.0 

I I 1 
SPORADIC BINGE 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 1 3.6 I 1 1.31 1 
ALCOHOLIC I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 

I I I I I 
----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­

I I I 
TOTAL RESPONSES I 14 58,3 22 50.0 11 64.7 28 73.7 I 75 61.0 
-- - ---------- I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­
NO RESPONSE I 10 41.7 22 50.0 1 6 35.3 10 26.3 1 48 39.0 

I I 
NOT APPLICABLE I 0 010 0 0.0 0 010 0 0.0 0 0.0I
---------------- I--------------------- --I-- ---------- ----------- I-- ------­

TOTALS 24 44 17 38 1 123I I 
.I I I 

MEAN I 2929 2,23 I 2.91 3.21 1 2.71 
I I I 

S U 1 0991 0.97 1 1.30 1.03 I 1.10 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

UAL LE. .10 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL LE 910 AGE 25 AUP

F(19 34) = 0.032


************************************************ 
8AL LE .10 AGE. 15-24 VS. BAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 

F(1. 23) = 1.983 
************************************************ 
BAL LE .10 AGE 25 &UP VS. SAL GE .11 AGE 25 &UP 

F11. 48) = 110859 
************************************************ 
UAL GE .11 AGE 15-24 VS. BAL GE all AGE 25 AUP 

F(1. 37) = 0.597 
************************************************ 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC.

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY 11973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

92 HEIGHT (INCHES)
----------------------- --- .-..----

------- --------------r------r--r----^ws-sa

I ALC 8SF T ALC PRESNT TOTAL
I-----------------------I-----------------------I----------

RESPCNSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I
1 N PCT N PCT I N PCT N PCT I N PCT

----------------------------------I----------- - -- - ------- I----------
60 0R BELOW I 0 0.0 I 0 010 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0I
61 -62 1 0 010 0 C.0 1 0 0." I 0 0.0 0 0.0

I I
63-64 I_ 0 I0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 010 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0

I I I I
65-66 1 0 010 I 2 25.0 1 3 50.0 1 1 12.5 I 6 20.7

I 1 1 I
167-68 I 1 14.3 3 37.5 1 1 16.7 1 3 37.5 8 27.E

I 1
69-70 1 2 I28.6 1 1 12.5 I 1 16.7 1 2 25.0 I 6 20.7

y
71-72 I 2 28.6 I 0 010 1 1 1f,.7 I 1 12.5 I 4 13.8

73-74 I 1 14.3 I 2 25.0 1 0 0.0
I

1 12.5 4 13.8

75-76 1 1 14.3 I 0
I

0.0 1 0 0.0 I
I

0. 0.0 1 1 3.4

77-7A I 0
I

0.0 I 0
I

0.0 1 0
I

0.0 1
I

0 0.0 0 0.0

79-80 I 0 0.0 1 0
I

0.0 1 0 0.0 I
I

0 0.0 I 0 0.0

PiCkt_ Ti4AF1 8C,
I
I 0

I
0.0 1 0

I
0.0 I 0

I
0.0 I

I
n 0.0 0 0.01

---------------- 1------- ------------r---1-----------------------I-------

1 I I
TOTAL RLSPO SE.S 1

 **-- -- - - - -------
7 77.8 8 8000 1 6 66.7 h 57.1 I 29 69.0

----------------- I----------------------I- ------
NO RLSE'O"'1 222.2 2 20.0 1 3 33.3 6 42-.9 I 13 31.0

1O1 t,PPLICAL;LE. I 0 0.0 0 000 1 0 0.0 0 0.C 1 0 0.0
----------------I----------------------- -----------------------I----------

TCTt.LS 1 9 10 1 9 14 I 42

h t'- AN
1
1 71.00

1
69.00 1 67. 8 6 68.75

I
I 69.17

S 1' 1 2.36 3.16 1 2.'11 2.4;i 1 2.74

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE
-------------------

ALC AF SE NT AGE 15-24 VS. ALL ABSENT AGt 25 &UP
F(1, 13) = 1.867

ALL SENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24
F (If 11.) = 5.029

'*****************************s******************
A LC ALLSE r1T AC'L i15 KUP VS. ALC PRESNT AGL 25 ?,UP

F(1, 14) 0.031
***************************s***s******s*********

ALL PPL l.:T 15-14 VS. ALC PRESNT AGf_ ;-5 JrR,
(1, 12) = 17.439
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY 51973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

05 RACE 
--- r--- - a--- --- r- r a- e a r- e e- e e - r a r e--- - r - a---- r a e a a r e a r e r r r r- - r r r- a -- r ---- r a 

ALC ASSENT Y ALC RE N7 I TOTAL 
I- ----•--------------I-------------•---------I---------­

RESPONSE I AGE: 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I 
I N PCT N PCT I N PCT N PCT I N PCT 

----------------1-----------------------I----------re------"----1-------•-­
CAUCASIAN I 8 88.9 I 8 80.0 1 8 68.9 8 57.1 I 32 76.2. 

NEGRO I 1 1101 1 2 20.0 
I

I 1 11.1 
I
1 6 42.9 1 10 23.8.. 

ASIAN(ORIENTAL) 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0. 

AMLRICA(J INDIAN 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0.1 
OTHER I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0I 
----------------I-------- ---------------zI-----------------------I---------­

TOTAL RESPONSES 1 9 100.0 10 100.0 I 9 100.0 14 100.0 1 42 100.0 
----------------I -- -------------------- I-----------------------I----------. 
Ni) RESPONNSE I - 0 0.0 0 010 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0 ,0 

NOT. APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 
----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­

TOTALS I 9 10 1 9 14 I 42 
I I I 

TESTS OF SIGhIFICANCE 

ALC. ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 1I UP

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC F'RESNT AGE 15-24 
SVOT PERF'OH(4EU - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 

ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP VS. ALC PRES14T AGE 25 &UP 
2 X 2 CHI-SOUAkL = 0.535 FOR 1 OF ( 1) 

ALL PRESNT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 &UP

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC.

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK 11

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (19C8-1973)

W60 EDUCATION (IN YEARS COPT;LE TEC )
-------------- ------------ --------------------------------------- ----

1 14LC AbSLuT ALC E'PESLT I TOTAL
I----------------------- I ----------------------- I ----------

RESPONSE 1 AG:._ 1'-24 AC,f_ 21 EUP I Af,f. A6E: 25 3UP I
I - PCT

-- ------------1--------------',- --PCT I --;LT-------_P
6 OR L L S S I U 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.:, i C. 0. tj I 0 0.0

1 I I
7 I 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 1 'i1.1 I 0 0.L' I 1 2,8

I I
f3 1 " 18.2. IC.0 I 0 C.0 1 1 1.1.1 J 3 8.3

I I I I
9 1 22.E 1 U 0.0 1 C 0.; 1. lb.? I 4 11.1

I I I
1(; 1 1.1.1 I 1 14.3 I 1 11.1 1 ?1.3 1 6 16.7

I I 1 I
11 I 11.1 1 C' 0.0 I 1 11.1 I 9.2 1 3 (i.3

I II
1 c' T 3 3:.3 1 3 42.9 1 4 44.4 1 1 9.1 I 11 30.6

I I I I
16 0.0 I 1 14.3 1 0 0. u 1 lb I 3 8.3

1 1 I I I
14 1 22.2 1 1 14.3 1 1 11.1 11 0.t; I 4 11.1

I I I I
1^ 0.U I 0 0.U 1 0 (^.+: i G.;{ 1 0 0.0

1 1 1 I1 t, I J U- U 1 14.3 0 0.0 G 0. 1 1 2.8
I I

^4UF(i..: If:tti' t.b 1 (,.U I 0 I0,0 I (I i1.C J 0 0.:; ( 0 0.0
I I I I 1

----------------; ---------------------- I----------------------- i----------
i I I

 **TU1t1. i (. S i 1{.O.U 7 70.0 I y 1(► ('.U 11 78. , I it, 65.7
----------------------- ----------------------- I --------

E , t.a u L S f G SF

I,.,7 f'E'LIT C;;ZLE_

I
I
I

+1 . U 3

0

3).0 I

0.0 I

0

0

0. (1

(1,.U i)

210 1 6 14.3
I

U.^ t 0 U.0
---------------- 1 ----------------------Z---------------l,•-------I--4-------

1 I I
1 1 I
I 11.44
1

12.71 I
1

1('.ts' 10.2? 1 11.19

^; I 1.88 1.E'9 1 2.2:!j 1 . 7 1 2.03

IL T'.. ' 6 .'It-i.IF ICA NLt
---------------------

1.5-24 \1S. ALC A 3SLNT A(:,E
E(-, 14) 1.791

'i'*******x******#**********************y********
;:.....f IT C;(3(. 1 -24 VS. A,t.C P LSN1 46L 15-2i;

(1. 1t
***..**** ► .***********

= 0.331
*************************

ALC: Pk1L SNT AC L € D 4-,f
E (1, ,) = 7.E,i1

***4**.*'***** *********t** *********rk^ 4'***^DC******•

^y* ***: .** ****.*.t*x**.w^► ^s***t**************!r.Cs
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-197') FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE CRIVERS (1968-1973) 

0760 CAREFUL AND METHODICAL 

I ALC AS,%LNT 1 ALC PkE SNT I TOTAL 
I ---------------------1--- -------------------I-----•---­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 4UP I 
I N PCT N PCT I N - PCT N P C 7 I N PCT 

-I ------------------------ I-- --------------------I---------­
70 1 5 55,6 1 3 42.9 I 8 88,9 I 5 60.0 I 24 68.6 

I I I 
YES 4 44.4 I 4 57.1 1 1 11.1 I 2 20.0 1 11 32.4 

----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I-----.----­

TOTAL RESPONSES I 9 100.0 7 70.0 I 9 100.0. 10 71.4 I 35 83.3 
---- - ------ - ---- I --- --- ------------- - ---I-----------------------I---------­
NO RESPONSE 1 (M 0.0 3 30.0 I 0 0.0 4 2E.E, 1 7 16.7 

NOT APPLICABLE I u 0,0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 
-------- ----I------------- ------I------------- --------1---------­

TOTALS 1 9 10 1 9 14 42 
1 I 

TLSTS OF SIIINIFICANCE 

ALC Af.,:sE.t T AGE i5-r'4 V. AL.C ACSENT ACC 25 f:l'•P 
2 X 2 CH?-SOUARL z 0.,000 FOR 1 OF 
******************4*****V*************************** 

ALL Af ti_"f:T AGE. 15-24 V.S. ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24 
NOT PF_RF OP.f-iLD EXPF_CTE_C) FRECJULNCY LESS THAN 3 

********************i'****1*************************** 
ALL AE:SE.jT AGL G5 8UP VS. ALC PRE.SNT A(,L 2`) f.UF 
f''LOT PE.RF ORPED EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN i 

********************Ik******************************* 

ALC F'RESNT AGE 15-2'i S. ALC PRESET ACNE 25 xUP

ALT PFRFORI4LH - ixPI`cTEU FHEOUENCY LESS THAN .5
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY .(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL-RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

Q84 UID DRINKING EVER PRODUCE LOSS' OF EMOTIONAL-CONTROL---­

I ALC ABSENT I ALC PRESNT II--TOTAL`-­
I------------------ ---I----------------------­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 1,5-24 AGE 25 &UP I
N PCT N PCT N PCT N PCT I- N PCT 

- r - - - r - - - - ...... ...... r - - r - - - - - --- - --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- ­

NO I 71.4 I 3 42.9 I 5 62.5 I 7 70.0 20 62*5 
YES 1 2 28.6 1 4 57.1 I 3 37*5 1 3 30.0 I 12 37.5 

----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­
I I I

TOTAL RESPONSES I 7 77.8 7 70.0 1 8 88.9 10 71.4 I 32 7602 

NO RESPONSE I 0 0.0 3 30.0 I 0 0.0 4 26.6 7 16.7 

NOT APPLICABLE I 2 22.2, 0 0.0 I 1 11.1 0 0.0 1 3 701 
-------- -------- I-----------------------II-----------------------I-------^-­

TOTALS 9 10 i 9 14 I 42
I I 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE

-------------•------­


ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP 
2 X 2 CHI-SQUARL = 0.291 FOR 1 DF 
s********+ss***********s*******^t***s*sss***s*s***sss* 

ALC ABSEI'T AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


****s******************s**************************## 
ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 8UP 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 

ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 &UP 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 

************************sss**s*ssssssss*s******ss*** 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

0878 OkINK WHILE. DRIVING 
---------- a---------------r----- W -ft -r-r rr--W W----- ---w------------..-ww-rrr 

I ALC AE3SLNT I ALC PRISNT I TOTAL 
I --r-r--w^.r--r-w-r---ww- I ----------------------- I rr-rwrr ^rw 

RESPONSE' 1 AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I AGE 15-214 AwE 25 SDP I 
I IV PCT N PCT I N PCT N PCT I N PCT 

w-----r--^.-rw--- .-------w--------- --w--- I ----- ---.^.----r--------- I +----wr-r-

NEVLR I 3 42.9 1 3 42.9 1 3 37,5 1 2 20.0 1 11 34.4 

OCCASIONALLY I 4 57.1 1 2 28.6 1 5 62.5 1 7 70.0 1 18 56.3 
I I I I I 

FRLUUCNTLY i 0 0.0 1 2 28.6 I 0 0.0 1 1 10.0 I 3 9.4. 
I I I 1. I 

----------------1--------ft--------------I-----------------------1------ --­
I I I 

TOTAL RESPONSES 1 7 77.8 7 70.0 1 8 88.9 10 71.4 I 32 76.2 
----------------I----------------------- I----------------------- I---------­

aPJ0 RESPONSE 1. 0,0 3 30.0 1 0 0.0 28.t, 1 7 16.7 

NOT APPLICABLE I 2 22.2 0 0.0 1 1 1.1.1 0 G.0 1 3 7.1 
-9­----- -- - -----T-----------------------I-- - ------------------ I----------. 

TOTALS I 9 10 i 14 1 42 

I I I 
AYE' t , I 1 *57 1.86 I 1.63 1.90 1 1.75 

I 
C i 1 0.56 0190- 1 0.52 0.5 1 1 0.61 

TFSIS OF Slt,N1FIci?NCE 

ALL A(;)FoiT AGE 15-24 VS, ALC AUSE14T AGE: 25 &UP

F(1, 12) = 0.522


*******************+ **************************** 
ALC AESEwT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AC,L 15-2i4 

F(1, 13) = Q0039
,*************s********s*********************s** 

ALC Af?7f-1 AGE w5 Jii.UP V "o ALC PR2ESNT AGE: 25 z^uf' 
F (i, 15) = 0.015 

ALL Pt [S`J AGE 15-24 S. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 iUF'

I (1, 16) = 1 .12 6
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUOY (1973-1974) FINAL P[ PORT TASK 11 

NON-F';TAL RESPONSIBLE MALL LF?IvE:RS (1960-1973) 

093 EVER PLc 1VE l< t. iCAL TRr".ATMLioT FGF. TPL: LFF Ec. iS ;"3F (:RIANKINNG 
rr--------------------------- ------------------------------r----------wrrm 

ALL 
I -­ I ----------------------- - ------­--' ---- -f iT ­

kESPONSE I. .'+GI. lc)-24 A"L KIIP I /1C,[ P5 61" I 
I ii F(:T PCT 1 v f''C ld PCI r rd PCT 

- -------- 1-------'----------------1-----------------------F---------­
i 11J0.0 .1 1 10.0.u i 6 7`:..' :t ,F;.^.^ i ?9 90.6 

I F 
I L S I 0.C 1 0 t).0 I 2 2;, f I I1.. 1 3 9.4

1 1 1 r 1 
---------------- I----------------------- I ----------------------- I ----------

I i I 
TOTAL E"S''0':SLS I b.`^ 7 70.0 1 t, iti.` w f'4. ' .^2 76.2 
----- --- - - -J-----------------------I-----------------------i.---------­
I'0 P( SF'(1f SE. I F.t 0 .L, i 60.0 I f, ^.^. ^. 7. i 19.0 

z 
1JU1 i.I'PLICI:__.LE I i 11.I G V.U 1 i l , i U i!, ? 4.8 
---.---- -------- I ------ ----- 1-------' ---- I -----------------••----- 1 ---------­

TCT,^.^^ > 1i^­ 1 r i 
I f 

AL( Ai J iT i+6t ALC Ai `•E ,J iuGE

T Pc f"RC. ., C;f"CY LE:i TF t


*#***##*44*^k**M't ^k*4#t#* ̂ ► ^t^f^kl^ac^c###*^k^k###^k^t^► ##'#i^#*#k1c# 

'ALL llctj T 1il-i_ V's. o %L C ORE:`'iNT A(L 1 2 
r.t f f ^.i^f Il!."• (. t' - f Yf'f ( It ti / ZE(y, tii_`JCY­ LF S t TCiµ I, i 

***#****# *****##**.x pk* ► *#*** '******1***#^ ****4*###fi 
ALL i:t .F .^ ;t' v5. ALC PILS'^T 2,5 :^^F. 
'.LT F'F f?F P t.ia - F xf't_CTf F r2F ':l^C:.l` CI' LF'S^ Tt ^sl,. 

r,i_C 1'r l = f ,F 1 -. 4 vs, rL.C 
T F'i.F t !F E [. - F T'LL: fit F_ I;LF`.CY LESS Tr I,^, 

*4**$*d******************# *****4*********s********.^.* 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION. INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL RLSNONSIBLE MALE V IVERS (1968-1973) 

0101 raOST FECENT THREAT &.F SUICIHE 

I ALC ABSENT I ALC PRLSiN,T I TOTALI----------------------- I----------------------- I---------­
RE:SPOn,SE. 1 AGF• 15-24 AGE 25 1(UP I AE 15-2's AGE 25 4LP I

I 1'1 PCT N PCT I N' • PCT N PCI I N PCT 
----------- - --------------------- w-1 --------------- ----I-------Z:!.,
MiITNIN 6 MONTWS I 1 I1.1 I 0 0.0 1 C 010 1 1 11.1 I 2 

7-12 MONTHS AGO I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 C. t? 0 0.0I I 
13-24 tfONTHH AGO I C 0.0 1 a 0.0 1 0 010 I 0 0.0 0 0.01 
GT 24 MOP,THS 1 11.1 1 0 0.0 I 1 11.1 .1 0 0.0 2 6.1 

` 1 1 
NEVER 1 7 77.8 1 6 100.0 1 6 86.9 1 8 68.9 1 2 9 87.9 

----------------I----------------------- I----------------------- I---------­
1 I I 

TOTAL RESPONSES 1 9 100.0 6' 60.0 I 9 100.0 9 E4.3 I 33 78,6
-- ------ -----1--------------------- -I----------------------- I ------- ­

HO k(; SPOUSE 1 0 0.0 4 u0.0 I 0 0.0 5 35.7 I 9 21.4 

t.,OT APPLICAULE I i' 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0
I------------- -- - ----- r-1-------------------.r ..-..1---------­..^-------------­

TOTAL: 1 10 1 9 14 I 42 

1 I I 
t::Ari I 4.44 3.00 1 4. 8 9 4 .5 i I 4.70 

A I I 
is 1 1.33 0.00 1 0.33 1.33 I 0.97 

TESTS OF SI ,NIFILANCE 

AL C Ai3SL.,jT AGE 15-2: \,S. ALC AaSENT AGE 25 Bur

Ni, 13) = 1.016


ALC AhSL JT AGL 15-24 IS, ALC PRESNT A6 L 15-24

F(1, 16) = 0.949.


At.C 01`.414T Art_ c'5 811P 'v S. ALC PKLSNNT AGE. 2` AUf'

Ni, 13) = 0.650


**s*#***********sus***#***ss#*****ss**#********** 
AL, L f RESIT AGL 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE: 25 40P 

Ni, 16) = 0.529 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

0107 NUMBER OF PASSENGERS IN CAR AT TIME OF ACCIDENT 
------------

ALC ABSENT I ALC PRESNT I TOTAL 
-m - - - - w - - - - - - - - • - --- - -^ ft ft - - - - - - mm - - - - - m ft ---- - -rw 

RESPONSE 
-

ANE 15PCT AGN 25 PCT I ANE 15PCT AGN 25 PUP IIi N PCT 

0 I 5 5516 I 4 57.1 I 1 11.1 I 8 80.0 I 18 51.4 
I I I 

1 2 28.6 3 33.3 I 1 10.0 1 9 25.7 
I 

2 0 0.0 Y 3 33.3 1 1 10.0 1 5 14.3 
3 1 14.3 1 2 2292 .1 0 0.0 I 3 8.6 

4 I 0 0.0 1 a 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 
I 

5 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 

6 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 
0.0 I 0.0 1 

0 0 0.0 1 0.0 I 

7 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 010 I 0.0 I 

8 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0.0 1 

9 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0.0 I 
I I I 

MORE THAN 9 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0.0 I 
I 

----------------iI------- ------- ---------I------------=----------iI-------•-­

TOT_A_L RESPONSES _f 9 100.0 7 70.0 9 100.0 10 71.4 I 35__83.3
----------I----------------- ------ -----------------------I---­

NO RESPONSE 0 0.0 3 30.0 0 0.0 4 28.6 I 7 16.7 

NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 
---------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­

TOTALS I 9 10 1 9 14 I 42 

MEAN 1 0.56 0171 I 1.67 0.30 1 0.80 

S G 1 0.73 1.11 1 1.00 0.67 € 0.98

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
----------------- -

ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP 
F(1• 14) r 0.11 

************************************************ 
ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24


F(1, 16) 7.273


ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 &UP

F(1. 15) = 0.920


ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 &UP

F(1, 17)•= 12.430


**ssss*s*s**s**s****ss*s****s*s***************** 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY 11973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

0110 PURPOSE OF TRIP AT TIME OF ACCIDENT 
--------------------------------------•--------------------------------­

I ALC ABSENT I ALC PRESNT I TOTAL 
I-----------------------I-- -------------------I---------­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 $UP I AGE 15-24 AGE. 25 &UP I 
I N PCT N PCT I N PCT N FCT I N PCT 

-M---------I----- -----------------I-- ---- -- --------------- I--------,.­
SOCIAL I 4 50.0 II 2 40.0 I 6 66,7 I 7 77. a 1 19 61.3 

BUSINESS 1 3 37.5 1 3 60.0 1 0 0.0 I 2 22.2 I 8 25.8 

SHOPPING 1 1 12.5 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.G 1 1 3.2 

PLEASURE I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 3 3313 1 0 0.0 I 3 9.7 

----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­
I I I 

TOTAL RESPONSES 1 8 88.9 5 50,0 9 100.0 9 64.3 I 31 73.8 
----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­
NO RESPONSE 1 1 11.1 1 50.0 1 0 0.0 5 35.7 1 11 26.2 

NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 
----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­

TOTALS 9 10 9 14 42 
I I 1 

FICANCETESTS OF SIGNI

ALL ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREGULNCY LESS THAT 3


ALC AbSENT AGE 15-24 V'S. ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


ALC ABSENT AGE 25 EUP VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 BUP

1O1 PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAI 3


**************************************************** 
ALC PRESNT AGE. 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 ZUF 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 

1 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

4114 GENERAL ATTITUDE TOWARD SPEED OF VEHICLE 

I ALC ABSENT I AL.CPRESNT I TOTAL
I ----------------------- I -w-------------------I---------­

RESPONSE­ I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 BUP I 
I N PCT N PCT I N I PCT N PCT I N PCT 

- - - - - r r - - r r r - I­ I ----- --- ---- --- -------- _See s - -- ft-­-- - -------------------- __ ___ ___ ____ __ _ ___ _____ 

;[6w -RIVER I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I t) 0.0 I 0 0.0 

AVERAGE DRIVER 1 6 66.7 I 3 42.9 I 3 37.5 I 5 55.6 I 17 51.5 
I I I I 1 

FAST DRIVER 1 3 33.3 1 3 42.9 1 4 50.0 11 4 44.4 I 14 42.4 

VERY FAST ORVER 1 0 0,0 I 1 14.3 I 1 12.5 .1 0 0.0 I 2 6.1 
I 1 I I I 

----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­
I I I 

TOTAL RLSPONSES I 9 100.0 7 70.0 1 8 08.9 9 64.3 1 33 78.6 
--------------- I --------- ------------ I --------- --------- ---I---------­

NO RESPONSE 1 0 0.0 3 30.0 I 1 11.1 5 35.7 I 9 21.4 e 
1 I I 

NOT APPLICAi3LL 1 0 0,0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 
----------------1 -------------- - ------I--- -------------------I---------­

TOTALS 1 ) 10 I 9 14 1 42 
I I 1 
I I I 

MEAN 1 2.33 2.71 1 2.75 2.44 I 2.55 
I I 

S D 1 0.50 0.76 I 0.71 0.53 I 0.61 

Tt.STS 0F' SIt,N IF'ICANCE 

ALC AE;SENT AGE 15-24 S. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP

F(1, 14) = 1.474


ALC ABSENT AGL 15-24 S. ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24

F(1, 15) = 2.005


***s*^s^*********s******^s**^****t**#ss+ss:***rs 
ALC AEOSE.!.T AGE 25 &UP vS. ALC PRESNT AGE 2E, BOP 

F(1, 14) = 0.710 
****s*****»****s^**^^***ss**^*sss^s***^a**+^*s**** 

ALC PkLS. iT AGE_ .15-24 VS. ALC PHLSNT AGE. 25 &UP 
F(1, 15) = 1.037 



--------------

---------------------

64
MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

Q117 DID THE SUBJECT USE SCAT BELTS 

IALC ABSENT I ALC PRESNT I TOTAL 
I -------- -----------ww-- ------ ----------------r Iww-_rwwnbrw• 

RESPONSE­ I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 EUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I 
I N PCT N PCT T N -PCT N PCT I N PCT 

•---------------I----------------------- --------- ---------------I--------war 

NEVER­ 1 5 55.6 1 2 33.3 I 8 88.9 1 6 66.7 1 21 63.6 

OCCASIONALLY 1 3 33.3 I 4 66.7 1 0 0.0 I 3 33.3 I 10 30.3 

ALL THE TIME 1 1 11.1 1 0 0.0 1 1 11.1 1 0 0.0 1 2 6.1 

----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­
I 

TOTAL RESPONSES I 9 100.0 6 60.0 I 9 160.0 9 64.3 1 33 78.6 
----------------I----------------------- I ----------- --------I---------­
NO RESPONSE: I 0 0.0 4 40.0 1 0 0.0 5 35.7 I 9 ii:; 

1­ I 
NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0' 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 
--------------- I-----------------------I----------------------- I----------. 

TOTALS 1 9 10 I 9 14 I 42 

I I I 
MEAN 1 1.56 1.67 I 1.22 1.33 I 1942 

1 
S u I 0.73 0.52 I 0.67 0.50 I 0.60 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

ALL ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP

F(1, 13) = 0.104


ALL ABSENT AGI 15-24 VS. ALC PRLSNT AGE 15-24

F(1• 16) = 1.029


ALL ABSENT AGE 5 3UP V3. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 8UP

F(1, 13) = 1.560


ALC P R ESNT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 &UP 
F(1• IF-) = 0.160 

***s*****s*****s**********s********************* 

I 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL. RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

Qllb WAS SUBJECT WEARING SEAT BELT AT TIME OF ACCIUENT 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- ----------------------------------------

-^ 

I ALC AE3SENT I ALC PRESNT I TOTAL 
I----------------------- I-----------------------I---------^ 

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I 
I N PCT N PCT I N- PCT N PCT I N PCT 

----------------I--------------------- -----------------------I---------­
NO 1 9 100.0 1 6 66.7 1 8 88.9 1 11 100.0 1 34 89.5 

I I 
YES 0 0.0 1 3 3313 I 1 11.1 1 0 0.0 I 4 10.5 

I 
----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­

TOTAL RESPONSES 1 9 100.0 9 90.0 I 9 100.0. 11 76.6 I 38 90.5 
---•-------- -I ----------------------- I----------------------- I---------­
NO RESPONSE 0 0.0 1 10.0 1 0 0.0 3 21.4 1 4 9.5 

I I 
NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 
----- TO T ALS-----1-----------------------I--- --------------------I--------.... 

I 10 i 9 1.4­ 1 42 
1 

TESTS OF' SIGNIFICANCE 

ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 WP

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


ALL ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


ALC AESENI AGE 25 &UP VS. ALL PRESNT AGE 25 SUP

r'JCT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


ALL PRE.SNT AGL 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 SUP 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREUUE.NCY LESS THAN 3 

**************************************************** 
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

0123 INVOLVEMENT IN OTHER ACCIDENTS WHILE UNDER INFLUENCE OF ALCOHOL 
---•--------------------------------------------------------------------­

I ALC ABSENT I ALC PRESNT I TOTAL 
I-----------------------I- ---------------------I•--------­

RESPONSE­ I A6L 15-24 AGE 25 UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I 
1 N PCT N PCT I N- PCT N PCT I N PCT 

--------------I----------------------- I ---------- m ------------ Z ------- "-" 
NZ I 8 100.0 I 4 66.7 1 6 85.7 1 6 75.0 I 24- 82.8 

YES I 0 0.0 I 2 33.3 I 1 14.3 1 2 25.0 I 5 17.2 
I I I I I 

----------------I--•--------------------I-----------------------I---------­

TOTAL RESPONSES I 6 88.9 6 60.0 1 7 77.8 8 57.1 I 29 69.0 
--- ----- --------I----------------------- I---------------- ------- I------ ---­
NO RESPONSE I 1 11.1 4 40.0 1 2 22.2 6 42.9 I 13 31.0 

NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 
----------------I---------------------•-I-------------------- ---I------- --­

TOTALS I 9 10 1 9 14 1 42 
I I­ I 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
---------------------

ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 AUF' 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

s*ts*#st*t***t**tt*t**stt**t***##^*###s*#ts**s**#**# 
ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

t****».*ss*s*s*t**s***s**#*stt***#sst*tt*tst*»**s*tss 
ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 SUE' 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3

*****t****t********t*tts****#ttts*tt*s**t#tt*t*t**** 
ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 &UP 
1:01 PIRFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 



MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 67 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

W124b THOUbLE WITH LAIN AS A TEElifi.(EN 

I ALC ABSL JT I ALC. PRESi,t I TOTAL 
I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 AUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 4UP I
I N _PCT ----II--- PCT I ;v - f CT N PCT I N PCT ---------------- i----- -----I-----------------------I---------­

NO 6 66.7 1 5 71.4 1 3 3313 I 37.5 1 17 51.5 
YES 3313 1 2 28.6 1 b 66.7 1 5 1 16 48.5 

----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I---------­
I I I

TOTAL RESPONSES I . 100.0 7 70.0 I 9 10(). o. 8 57.1 1 33 78.6 
----------------1-----------------------I-----------------------t---------­
NO RE SPONSL I 0 0.6 3 30.0 1. 0 o. n- 6 42.'j 1 9 21.41 X
NOT APPI.ICAHLE 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.r, 0 0.u? I 0 0.0 
-----^^.`•lALS-----i------------- ---------- I-----------------------I---------­

10 T 9 14 S 42i 

T ► _;,T,, OF St(' - ,NIF ICA`.NCE
--------------------

ALL At.SENT AGE 15-,er4 VS. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP

NOT PL14ORALO - E:XPE.CTEC) F-REWLE-14LY LESS THAN 3


ALC AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24 
2-X 2 CHI-St:LJAI.L = 09888 FOR 1 DF 

ALC ANSE.r,T ACE: 25 c kiP VS. ALC PRLSriT AGE 25 &lif' 
2 x 2 CHI-SQLAAL = 9.632 FOR 1 OF 
**************#**********************#**#*********** 

!`.LC fRLSNT AGE. 15-24 VS. ALC N ► tE.SNT AGE 2t) ?,Ur`
NCT PE:PFOHREu - FXF'r CTCIi FNL ULNCY LESS ThAN 3 

***************************************************# 
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ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

9125 NUMBER OF TIMES IN'TROUBLE WITH LAW (CONVICTIONS)
- - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - m_- --- - --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - • - •

I ALC ABSENT I ALC PRESNT I TOTAL
1---rrrr•---- ---r--- -rrs I-----------------------1----------

RESPONSE I AGL 15-24 AGE 25 SUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 $UP I
I N PCT N PCT I N P CT N CT I N PCT

--------------- I-----------------------I--r---------------- ----I----------
0. 5 62.5 3 50.0 I 2 28.6 2 28.6 12 42.9I 1I
1 1 1 I12.5 1 1 16.7 I 3 42.9 I, 3 42.9 8 28.6I I
2 1 1 12.5 1 1 16.7 1 0 0.0 I 2 28.6 4 14.3

3 I U 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 . 0 010 0 0.0
I 1 I

4 I 1 12.5 I 1 16.7 1 0 0.0 1 0 O.u I 2 7.1

5 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0I
6 1 0 0.0 I of 0.0 I 1 14.3 1 0 .0.0 I 1 3.6

T
7 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0

I I
8 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 14.3 1 0 0.0 1 3.61 1
9 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0

ii
10 1 U 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0

1 I
11 OR t,-.ORE 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 j• 0 0.0 I 0 0.0

I I----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I----------
I I

TOTAL RESPONSES I
 ** 8_-86_96_60_0 - I 7 77_8-----7w 50,0 I 28 66.7_----------------I_ I------- - ----------

NO RESPONSE I ] 11.1 4 40.0 1 2 22.2 7 50.0 I 14 33.3I I
NOT APPLICABLE 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0
-------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I----------

TOTALS j q 10 I 9 14 42
I

MEAN 1 0.88 1.17 I 2.43 1.00 1.36

S D I 1.46 1.60 I 3.21 0.82 I 1.93

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE
---------------------

ALC ABSENT AGL 15-24 VS. ALC ABSENT AGE c5 8UF
F(1 ► 12) = 0.126

ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24
F (1 ► 13) = 1.529

ALC ASSENT AGE. 25 &UP VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 SUP
F'(1 ► 11) = 0.059

************************************************
/'.LC PRESNT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 ;;UP

F(i ► 12) = 1.304
************************************************
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ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

0126 WAS SUBJECT EVER ARRESTED FOR DRINKING 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --------------- 4._- ---------------------------- - w i - a 

I - ALC ABSENT I ALC PRESNT I TOTAL 
--------- -------------I-----------------------I-----•---­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 SUP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I 
I N PCT N -PCT I N PCT N PCT I N PCT 

w - - w - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - a - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I • - - - - - a - w i 

NO­ 1 9 100.0 1 5 71.4 I 5 55.6 1 7 70.0 1 26 74.3 

YES­ I 0 0.0 1 2 28.6 I 4 44,4 I 3 30.0 I 9 25.7 
I I I I I 

--------------------------------------I-----------------------I--------•­
I I­ I 

TOTAL RESPONSES 1 9 100.0 7 70.0 I 9 100.0 10 71.4 I 35 83.3 
---------- ----- I-----------------------I----------------------- I-------•-­

NO RESPONSE 1 0 0.0 3 30.0 1 0 0.0 4 28.6 I 7 16.7 

NOT APPLICABLE I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0. 
----------------I----------=------------I-----------------------I---------­

TOTALS 1 9 10 I 9 14 I 42 
I I I 

TESTS OF SIC;NIFICANCE 

ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 XUP

NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24

(JUT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3


ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 8UP 
NOT PERFORMED - EXPECTED FREQUENCY LESS THAN 3 

+t******s**ss*#ss#*****#*^1###**###s#s**ss*s#*#^t*#^t^t## 
ALC PRLSENIT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 SUP 

2 X 2 CHI-SOUARL = 0.030 FOR 1 HF 
***#************************5*5**##***#********#***t 

i 
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ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

S12 NUMBER OF PREVIOUS SUSPENSIONS
-------------------- ---------------- ------------- - -----------------------

I ALC ABSENT I ALC PRESNT I TOTAL
I - - - - - - - - - - - - --- - - - - - - M - 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- - - - -- w

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 8UP I
N PCT N PCT I N- PCT N PCT I N PCT

------------------ ------------------1-----------------------I-------•--
O I 98.9 I 8 88.9 I 6 66.7 I 8 57.1 I 30 73.2

I I I I
1 1 11.1 1 11.1 1 1 11.1 I 3 21.4 I ,6 14.6I
2 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 1 11.1 I 2 14.3 I 7.3

I I 1 I
3 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 1 7.1 1 2.4 

4 o 010 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0.0I
5 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 1 11.1 0 D.0 2.41 I
6 0 010 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0.0

I I I I
• 7 I 'C= 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0

I
Is I 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 0.0 0 0.0

I I 1
9 1 0 0.0 I 0 I0.0 I 0. 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0

I I I I
10 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0

I I
11 OR MORE I 0 0.0 1 0 I0.0 I 0 0.0 1. 0 0.0 1 0 0.0

I I I I I
----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I----------

I I I
 **TOTAL RESPONSES 1 9 100.0 9 90.0 1 9 100.0 14 100.0 I 41 97.6

---------------- I ----------------------- I ----------------------- -------=-
NO RESPONSE 1 0 0.0 1 10.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 1 2.4

I I I
NOT IPPLICARLE 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0
----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------I----------

TOTALS I 9 10 I 9 14 I 42
I 1 1
I I I

+E AR, 0.11 0.11 I 0.89 0.71 I 0.49
I

S C I 0.33 0.33 I 1.69 0.99 1 1.02

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE
---------------------

ALC A[ SENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UJP
F(1, ib) = 0.000

******************************ss*****s**s**sss**
ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24

F(1, 16) = 1.832

ALC PBSENT AGE 25 SUP VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 &UP
F(1, 21) = 3.045

**************************s*******s******s*s****
At.C PRESNT AGE 15-24 vS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 &uP

F(1, 21) = 0.098
*******.*****************************************

141
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MARYLAND MEDICAL-LEGAL FOUNDATION, INC. 71 

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1966-1973) 

S15 NUMBER OF SPEEDING CONVICTIONS 

I ALC ABSENT I ALC PRESNT I TOTAL
I-----------------------I----------------------- -------­

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I 
I N PCT N PCT I N PCT N PCT I N PCT

---------------- I------- ----------------I----------------------- I------- --­
0 I 6 66.7 I 3 33.3 1 3 33.3 I 5 35.7 I 17 41.5 

1 I 3 33.3 I 1 11.1 I 3 33.3 1 3 21.4 I 10 24.4 

2 1 0 0.0 1 4 44.4 I 1 11.1 I 3 21.4 I 8 19.5 

3 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 2 22.2,1 1 7.1 3 7.3 

1 0 I 
4 1 0 0.0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 

5 I 0 0.0 1 1 11.1 I 0 0.0 I 1 7.1 I 2 4.9 
'I I I T I 

6 I 0 0.0 I .0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 

1 I I 
7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 11 0 0.0 

E! I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 1 7.1 I 1 2.4 

9 1 C 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.01 
10 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0I 
11 OF N!ORL 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1. 0 0.0 0 0.01 I 
----------------1-----------------------1-----------------------I---------­

I I I 
TOTAL RESPONSES I 9 100.0 9 90.0 1 9 100.0 14 100.0 1 41 97.6 
----------------I-----------------------I-----------------------1---------­
NO RESPONSE I 0 0.0 1 10.0 1 0 C.0 0 0.0 I 1 2.4 

t4OT ---- -----w 
-I ---0 ----0-------------I---------1-----r-------I ---O-----0 

TOTA L S 1 9 10 9 14 42I 1 
'A E: A 14 1 0.133 1..56 1 1,22 1.79 1 1.29

I I I 
S C I 0.50 1.59 I 1.20 ?.29 I 1.67 

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE'. 

ALC ABSEiJT AGE 15-24 V.S. ALC ABSENT AGE 21s W l,

F(19 16) = 4.840


******************5***************************** 
ALL AUSENJ AGE 15-24 VS. ALL PRESNT AGE 15-24


F(I. 16) = 4.197


ALL ABSENT ACE 25 &UP VS. ALL PRCSNT AGE 25 ,Uf

F(1i 21) = 0.069


s*******sss***ass*ss****s**s***************ss*** 
AI.C PRES ► J ACE. 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE .'5 &UP 

F(1. 21) = 0.457 
******5***#**********************************55* 
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ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY (1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II

NON-FATAL RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973)

S18 NUMBER OF PREVIOUS ACCIDENTS
s s e e r s - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - s - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -_ A S•

I ALC ABSENT I ALC PRESNT I TOTAL
1-----------------------I-----------------------I----------

RESPONSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I
I N PCT N PCT N -PCT N PCT T N PCT

rrerrease-era-eelr-r--rr-sse-e--ee ere-we -------------s--e---es se--s-s-ss

0 I 7 87.5 I 5 55.6 1
4-

5 55.6 I 7 50.0 I 24 60.0

I
I I I I

1 1 12.5 3 3313 I 2 22.2 1 5 35,7 I 11 27.5

2 0 0.0 I 1 11.1 II 1 11.1 1 2 14.3 I 4 10.0

0 010 1 0 0.0

I
0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0.0

I I
0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 1 11.1 I 0 0.0 I 1 2.5

0 0.0 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0

0 0.0 I 0' 000 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0

C 010 I 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0,0 I 0 0.0

0 010 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0

0 0,0 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0
II

0 0.0 I 0 0,0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0 1 0 0.0
I

0 0.0 I 0 0.0 I 0 010 1 0 0.0 I 0 0.0
I I I I

---------------- 1----------------------- -----------------------I---------

TOTAL RESPONSES I 6 88.9 9 90.0 1 9 100.0 14 100.0 1 40 95.2
----------------I----------------------- I---- ------------------- I--------- ,-
NO RESPONSE 1 11.1 1 1000 I 0 000 0 0.0 I 2 4.8

I
NOT APPLICABLE 1 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 0 0,o I 0 0.0
----------------1-----------------------I-- ------------------I-------•--

TOTALS 1 ** 9 10 I 9 14 I 42
1
I I

MEAN 1 0.13 0.56 1 0189 0.64 I 0057

S U 1 0.35 0.73 1 1.36 0.74 I 0.86

TESTS OF SIGNIFICANCE
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP
F(1, 15) = 2.310

ALC ABSENT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24
F(1, 15) = 2.352

*******************************************$****
ALC ABSENT AGE 25 &UP S. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 &UP

F'(2, 21) = 0.077
************************************************

ALC PRESNT AGE 15-24 VS. ALC PRESNT AGE 25 &UP
F(1, 21) = 0.315

4
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ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION STUDY.(1973-1974) FINAL REPORT TASK II 

NON-FA TAL.RESPONSIBLE MALE DRIVERS (1968-1973) 

5114 EXTENT OF DRINKING (REVISED ALCOHOLIC CLASSIFICATION 7/73) 

I ALC ABSENT I ALC PRESNNT I TOTAL
i----------------------- I----------------------- I---------. 

RESPGNSE I AGE 15-24 AGE 25 &UP I AGE. 15-24 AGE. 25 aoF' I 
I N PCT N PCT I N ' PCT N PCT I N PCT 

- --------I-- - - - - --- - -- - - ------ -- ­- I-- --------------- ----I-- - ----­
ABSTAINEF I 2 22.2 1 0 0 .0 i 1 12.5 I 0 0.0 I 3 8.8 

MILD SOCIAL I 4 44.4 I 4 57.1.1 2 25.( 1 0 0.0 I 10 29.4 
I I I 1 I 

MODERATE SOCIAL I 3 3313 I 2 28.6 I 0 010 I 3 30.0 1 8 23.5 
I­ I I I I 

MOO/HEAVY SOC I 0 0.0 1 1 14.3 II 4 50.0 .1 3 30.0 1 8 23.5 

HEAVY SOCIAL I O.U I 0 0.0 I 1 12.5 1 2 20.5 1 3 8.8 
I I I I I 

SPORADIC 151NNNGL I 0.U ,I U 0.0 I 0 0.L° I 0 0.0 I 0 0.0 
I I I I I 

ALCOHOLIC I 0,0 0 0.0 1 0 U.0 ? 20.0 I 2 5.9II 
--------------------------------------I-----------------------I--------­

I I I 
TOTAL RESPONSES 1 9 100.0 7 70.0 I 8 fle.9 10 71.4 I 34 81.0 
----------------I ----------------------I---- -- ---------- ----- I-------- -­
NG RESPONSE 1 0 0.U 3 30.0 I 1 ii.1 4 20.c. 1 8 19.0 

I I I 
NOT t♦ F'PLICt13LE I 0 0.0 0 010 1 0 0.0 ^s 0.0 1 0 0.0 
----------------1---------------- ------1------------ ~---------1---------­

TCI LS­ 1 10 I 9 14 1 42 
I I I 
I I 1 

P ,LAN 2.11 2.57 I Z.25 ►+.`.^<< I 3.18 
1 

a E: I 0,76 0.79 1 1.39 1.51 1 1.46 

ILSTS CF SI(,,^IF ICAN C 

ALL Ac.s1NT ACHE 15-c4 bS. ALC ABSEt1T AGE :-a gut-

i , 14)14) = 1.358


ALC A^ SE.NT AGE 15_2L VS. ALC PRLS(Nr AGE 15-2.4

F(1• I5) = 49481


ALC AF.:E 'tT AGE_ 2r; aUP IS. ALC PRLS14T AGE. 25 t'UF'

F(1, 15) = 9.487


4*4*$***************** '*rkk********************** 

tLLC­ AGE. 15-24 VS. ALC t'RF.Si T AGE. =5 ^.LT 
G F(1, 16) = ?.268 

***************** ** **** KKR*********************** 
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